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- ARGUED AND DETERMINED | 


SUPREME COURT 
NORTH CAROLINA 
| RALEIGH 


FEBRUARY TERM, 1888 


FRANCES L. EDWARDS er aL. vy. AUGUSTUS M, MOORE, 
a udrcial S ales—A ction to Recover Land—Hvidence-—kt ecord. 


In an aétion to recover land ees iis defendant, set up title. under a decree 
of the court in which. the premises had been sold to make assets, and the 
record. showed that plaintiffs had accepted service of the summons in the 
proceedings in which. the decree was made : Held, 


1. That the record could not be ‘collaterally attacked by evidence that the 
acceptance of service was made by one who had no authority. 


2. The courts will be slow to exercise the power to vacate judicial proceedings 
where persons relying upon their integrity have acquired rights there- 
under, or where the parties asking such relief have allowed a long time to 
a and no meritorious reason is se 


Gam ACTION to recover land, tried etine Avery, J., at Spring Term, 
1887, of: Coowan Superior Court. : | 
| The plaintiffs claimed title as heirs at law of T. J. Bland, deseased, 
and the defendant claimed under a purchase from R. B. Bland, _ad- 
ministrator of T. J. Bland, at a sale made in pursuance of a . 
decree in the case of R. B. Bland, administrator of T. J. Bland, ( 2. ) 
deceased, against the heirs at law. of his intestate, made 6 J. uly, | 
1869, to ‘sell the land described in the ae in this : action to make 
assets to. pay. the debts of the deceased. | 
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The plaintiffs introduced the record of that proceeding, which shows: 

1. The petition of an order of sale, which is set out in full in the 
record; | ? | 

2. The order of sale dated 6 J uly, 1869; | 

3. The summons in the cause, dated 6 July, 1869, and endorsed as 
follows: “Filed 6 July, 1869; Wm. R. Skinner, clerk” ; ‘and also, “Service 
accepted, T. B. Bland, F. M. Edwards and wife F. L. Edwards, J. C. 
Fletcher and wife M. G. Fletcher, Martha P. Rogerson, by T. B. Bland”; 

4. Report and confirmation of sale, and order for title, 30 September, 
1869. 

The following entry appeared on the docket: “R. B. Bland, adminis- 
trator, v. T. J. Bland’s heirs at law; petition to make real estate assets; 
prayer granted; service accepted by the heirs at law; sale ordered at 
thirty days’ notice at courthouse door and three other public places in 
Chowan County.” 

The plaintiffs introduced T. B. Bland as a witness, who testified that 
he was “the son of T. J. Bland, who died in December, 1 1866; that he 
knows Frances L. Edwards and M. G.. Fletcher; that they were married 
women on and prior to 6 July, 1869; that Mrs. Edwards is still married ; 
that Mrs. Fletcher is dead, leaving four children . . .” 

The plaintiff further proposed to show by this witness “that he 
accepted service of the summons aforesaid for his married sisters and 
Mrs. M. P. Rogerson without their knowledge or authority and not in 
their presence, and without the knowledge or authority of any of them. 
Defendant objected upon the ground that the record in the proceeding of 

Bland, administrator, v. Bland’s heirs at law, could not be col-_ 
(3) laterally attacked in this action. Objection sustained.” 
Upon the rejection of this evidence and intimation of the Court, 
the plaintiff submitted to a nonsuit and appealed. 


John Gatling for plaintiffs. 
J. B. Batchelor for defendants. 


Davis, J., after stating the case: The lands of T. J. Bland, deceased, 
were sold in 1869, at a judicial sale, made under an order in a proceed- 
ing instituted by his administrator against his heirs at law to make 
assets to pay debts, and this action was commenced in 1885, more than 
fifteen years after, by the plaintiffs, who are some of the heirs at law 
of said T. J. Bland, to recover land so sold, and this right to recover is 
based upon the alleged ground that they were not parties to the proceed- 
ing under which the land was sold by the administrator. 

They proposed to show in this action, by T. B. Bland (their brother, | 
who was also one of the heirs at law and one of the defendants in the 


32 


N.C] FEBRUARY TERM, 1888. 


Eipw AEDS v. Moore, 


proceeding, the judgment i In which, they insist, was vold as to them), 
that he accepted service for them, not in their presence, and without 
their sanction or authority. - ss 
This cannot be allowed in this action: Assuming the facts to be as 

alleged, and that T. B. Bland signed their names to the acceptance of — 
service of the summons without any authority therefor, the court in the 
exercise of its power to amend its records and vacate an irregular or 
erroneous judgment, should be careful and cautious in the exercise of 
that power, when not only the interests and rights of persons acting 
upon the integrity of judicial proceeding are involved, but where, after — 
long delay, no meritorious reason is given for the correction. ie this 
case, if the proceeds of the land were applied to the payment of the 
debts of the ancestor for which the land was bound, it would—so far 
from being meritorious—be unjust to permit the plaintiffs to 

recover from the purchaser and hold the land discharged of the ( 4 ) 


debts of the ancestor which the money of the purchaser had paid. 


Weaver v. Jones, 82 N. C., 440; Doyle v. Brown, 72 N. C., 393. In the 
latter case the action was properly instituted for the direct purpose of: 
vacating a decree made in an action to which it was alleged the plaintiff 
was not a party, but it was said the record “must stand until vacated.” 
In a direct proceeding to annul the judgment the right of all parties 
may be protected, but as long as the judgment and order of sale remain, 
though the proceeding be irregular, yet if not void the judgment cannot. 
be collaterally impeached and the conveyance authorized by it must 
stand. The judemen® can only be vacated by a direct proceeding for the 
purpose. 
_ The judgment in hia case was not void. Ses v. Sessoms, 94 
N. C., 371; Cates v. Pickett, 97 N. C., 21, and the cases there cited. 
There is no error. — 


Cited: McIver v. Stephens, 101 N. C., 260; Tyson v. Belcher, 102 
N. C., 115; Walhams v. J ohnston, 112 N. C., 437 Lowe v. Harris, abid., 
490; Be arborough v. Moore, 151 a C., 122, 
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THE STATE ex rev. S. J. TOPPING v. G. H. WINDLEY ET AL. 


Clerk of Superior C ourt— Guardian—W ard—Surety—M easure of 
Damages—E vidence—Commissions—E stoppel—Interest. 


1. The clerks of the Superior Court are liable upon their official bonds for all 
losses sustained by reason of their failure to require proper security upon 
guardian bonds. 


2. The record of the appointment of a guardian is sufficient evidence of such 
_ appointment. 


3. Neither the clerk nor hig sureties will be heard to deny that a guardian, 
appointed by the former, improperly received funds which he is shown to 
have taken possession of for his ward. ; 


4, Where a guardian keeps no accounts and makes no eenore of his trust, as 
a general rule he will not be allowed commissions. 


5. The measure of damages in an action upon a clerk’s or guardian’s bond: for 
a failure to perform any duty required of them is the amount of the prin- 
cipal received, with compound interest at six per cent until the ward 
arrives at full age. 


6. A surety on a guardian bond, the weinetaal being dead, is a sdhanatnt wit- 
ness to prove the insolvency of the bond. 


(5) Crvin action, tried before Avery, J., at February Term, 1887,: 
of the Superior Court of Beavrorr County. 

The complaint alleges that the defendant, G. L. Windley, was, on 
1 May, 1874, clerk of the Superior Court and judge of probate for the 
county of Beaufort, and that as such he executed and delivered to the 
State of North Carolina his official bond and renewal bond, to which the 
other defendants are sureties; that on 1 May, 1874, the defendant, 
Windley, acting in his official character, appointed one Ira H. Topping 
as guardian of the relator, who was then a minor, aged about eleven 
years, and issued letters of guardianship, general in their character and 
extending to the property as well as to the person of the relator; that 
said Windley, at-the time of issuing the said letters of guardianship, 
failed and neglected to require of said guardian a good and sufficient 
bond, but accepted one wholly insufficient and insolvent, with only one 
surety and not justified; that only one renewal bond was given by the 
guardian, and that in 1879, which was then and still is insolvent, and 
that the guardian failed to file any account of his guardianship, and 
died in March, 1883, totally insolvent; that the guardian entered upon 
his duties at once upon his appointment, received and took into his 
- possession the estate of the relator, recetving the rents of lands and the 
proceeds of lands sold by him as ‘guardian under judicial proceedings 
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and failed to account to the relator therefor, or to pay over the same or 
any part thereof, and asks judgment, ete. 

The answer admits that Windley was clerk, and as such gave ( 6 , 
the usual bonds, and that the defendants were his sureties. 

It is denied that Windley appointed I. H. Topping guardian to the 
relator, or that he ever acted as such. 

The defendants ask that they be furnished with the particulars of the 

property of the relator alleged to have been received by the said Ira H. 
Topping, and further say that the action did not accrue within six years, 
ete., and is barred by statute. 

The plaintiff filed a statement specifying the sums demanded. 

- At February Term, 1886, the issue raised, “Was Ira Topping ap- 
pointed guardian of the relator, T. J. Topping, then an infant, by Geo. 
L. Windley, clerk of the Superior Court of said county?” was tried | 
- before his Honor, Judge Gudger, by an inspection of the records, ‘and 
upon said inspection it was adjudged that Windley was clerk of said 
court on 1 May, 1874, and acting as such on that any appointed the said 
Ira H. Topping guardian of the relator. 

To this judgment the defendants excepted. 

It was then referred to Goethe Wilkens, clerk of the court, to state and 
report an account showing: 

“1st. Whether said Windley, as clerk aforesaid, took feaih said. Lra, 
in his appointment as guardian as aforesaid, any and what bond, and if 
any, whether it was good and sufficient when taken. 

“2d. What property . . . was or might and ought to have been 
received by said guardian, what was expended for or paid over to said 
ward, and what balance, if any, is owing to said ward ? 

“3, What damage, if any, the relator has sustained by reason of the 
insufficiency of the said guardian bond. 

“4, Also showing in what proportions and for what sums, if any, the 
sureties to the several bonds of Windley, as clerk as aforesaid, 
are liable among themselves, and which of said sureties are now ( 7 ) 
solvent.” . | 

No exception was taken to the order of reference, and the referee 
reports in substance: That Windley, as elerk, etc., upon the appointment — 
and qualification of Ira H. Topping as guardian of the relator, accepted 
a guardian bond which was insufficient, having but one surety, and said 
surety totally insolvent ; that the said guardian at various times received 
money belonging to his ward: and expended money for him, an itemized 
account of which was reported, in which the guardian was charged with 
8 per cent interest upon his receipts, and a like rate of interest was 
allowed upon his disbursements, and. in which no commissions were 
allowed, “as said guardian has at no one time since his appointment 
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filed or rendered an inventory or annual account of his ward’s estate”; _ 
that there was a balance of $290.18 due the relator unpaid, and by reason 
of the. insutiiciency of the guardian bond, as taken by Windley, clerk, 
etc., the relator is endamaged to the extent of said balance. 

He also reports as to the solvency and liabilities of the sureties. 

Before the referee the plaintiff introduced as evidence the record of — 
the appointment of Ira H. Topping as guardian, etc., dated 1 May, 1874, 
to which defendants objected “as incompetent and insufficient.” 

He then introduced the guardian bond of Ira H. Topping, of the same 
date, signed by I. H. Topping and Mary E. Topping, which was ob- 
jected to by defendants. 

He then introduced the record of a special proceeding instituted in thé 
Superior Court of the county of Hyde upon the petition of Ira H. 
Topping, guardian, to sell certain land of his ward therein named, show- 
ing the petition verified before Geo. L. Windley, clerk of the Superior 
Court of Beaufort, affidavits as to the benefits to the ward of such sale, 
the order of sale signed by W. A. Moore, judge, 9 May, 1874, report of 

the sale at the price of $650, the order of confirmation signed by 
( 8 ) the clerk and approved by M. L. Eure, judge, order for title to 

the purchaser, and a certified copy of deed to the purchaser, all 
of which was objected to “as insufficient, irregular and for want of juris- 
diction in the court to order the sale.” 

The plaintiff then introduced as a witness one W. J. Bullock, who tes- 
tified that on 1 May, 1874, Mary Topping, the surety on the guardian 
bond, was insolvent, and that witness rented from the guardian the 
lands: of his ward for three years, beginning either in 1874 or 1875, for 
which he paid $50 per year. 

This witness was on the guardian bond of Ira H. eae executed 
27 August, 1879, and Ira H. Topping being dead, his testimony was 
objected to as fucompetent under section 590 of The ‘Goede: This witness 
_ also testified that he was insolvent in 1879, when he signed the bond as 
surety for the guardian, and that he at the time so told the clerk. 

The defendants filed the following exceptions to the aa of the 
referee : 

1. For that it does not appear that Ira H. ieee was ever legally 
appointed guardian of Solomon Topping. — 

2. For that it does not appear that Ira Topping had any authority 
to sell the land of said Solomon Topping in Hyde County, and to receive 
the price with which he is charged. 

3. For that said alleged sale was void and the land is still the property 
of its former owners. 

4, That the order of said clerk did not ee the receipt of the 
funds arising from the sale of the lands, without giving further security 
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therefor; and the sale having taken place in Hyde County, the bond of 
this clerk is not liable for the funds arising from it. 

5. For that the clerk refused to allow commissions to the guardian. 

6. For that he has charged interest at 8 per cent, instead of 6 per 
cent as he should have done. 

7. For that the clerk has found that over $270 worth of prop- ( 9 ) 
erty went into the supposed guardian’s hands for which the 
clerk’s bond was liable, when in truth and fact only about $83 did so go 
into the hands of said supposed guardian. 

8. For that the clerk received and heard improper evidence, as indi- 
cated by the exceptions to the evidence. 

At February Term, 1887, upon the report of the referee and excep- 
tions, all the exceptions were overruled except the 6th, and as to that 
the referee was ordered to reform and modify the account by charging 
six instead of eight per cent, and thus modified the report was confirmed 
and judgment rendered in f: avor of the plaintiff, from which the defend- 
ants appealed. ; 


Wm. B. Rodman, Jr., for plaintiff. 
C. FP. Warren and Geo. H. Brown, Jr., for defendants. 


Davis, J., after stating the case: It is the duty of clerks of the Supe- 
rior Courts to appoint guardians. The Code, sec. 1586; to take and 
approve their bonds, requiring two or more “sufficient sureties,” section 
1574; to see. that the bonds are renewed, sections 1581 and 1582; and if 
they a to take “good and sufficient sureties” that they are made liable 
“for all loss and damages sustained for want of security being taken.” 
‘Section 1614. | 

Formerly the Superior and County Courts had cognizance of all 
matters concerning orphans and their estates, and the judge or justices 
were liable for all damages resulting from a failure by them to take 
sufficient bond; and in the old County Courts, clerks were required to 
record the names of justices on the bench accepting guardian bonds. 
Clerks and the sureties on their official bonds are now liable, ag the 
justices were under the old system, for any loss or damages result- 
ing from a failure to take good bonds, and the record of the (10) 
appointment of the guardian is sufficient evidence of such ap- 
pointment. Davis v. Lanier, 2 Jones, 307. So there is nothing in the ~ 
first exception of the defendants. 

The 2d, 3d and 4th exceptions, relating to the sale of the ward’s land 
in the county of Hyde, are equally unfounded. If the clerk failed to 
take a sufficient bond he is liable for all loss by reason thereof, and the 
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measure of damages is the amount of the principal received by the 
guardian, with compound interest on the principal up to the time of the 
ward’s arrival at full age. The guardian bond would be liable for what 
the guardian, as such, collected or received for his ward, and neither he 
nor his sureties would be heard to say that he improperly received it, or 
that it was not the property of his ward. 

The record shows a sale of the ward’s property by the guardian, and 
the receipt of the proceeds by him. He has failed to account for it to 
the relator, and the defense sought to be set up cannot be maintained. 
Dams v. Lamer, supra; Humble v. Mebane, 89 N. C., 410. 

The ruling of the court upon the 5th exception must stand. When a 
guardian keeps no account, and the burden is devolved upon the ward 
of hunting up the evidence to charge him, the general rule is that he will 
not be allowed commissions, which are intended as compensation for the 
proper discharge of his duties, and there is nothing in this case to induce 
a departure from the rule. 

No returns were made, and it does not appear how the ward’s funds 
were used. Finch v. Ragland, 2 Dev. Eq., 141; Burke v. Turner, 85 
- N. C., 500; Grant v. Reese, 94 N. C., 720. 

The report of the referee was properly modified by the divestion of the 
court in conformity with the 6th exception. The legal rate of interest 

in the State is six per cent, and no more can be allowed, except 
(11) as provided in section 3835 of The Code, and this disposes of the 
only exception of the plaintiff. 

The 7th exception is disposed of with the 4th, and cannot be sus- 
tained. 

All the exceptions to the evidence were properly overruled. The 
witness, Wm. J. Bullock, was competent to prove the insolvency of the 
sureties, and his feauinony in regard to the payment of rent was imma- 
terial, as it was a part of the $83 which, it was admitted, went into the 
hands of the guardian. 

There is no error. | 


Cited: Latham v. Wilcox, post, 373. 
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W. W. LEWIS v. JOHN L. ROPER LUMBER COMPANY. 
— Injunction—Irreparable Damage—Recewer. 


1. Upon an application for an injunction, it is not sufficient to simply allege 
that the plaintiff will suffer irreparable damage—he must set out the 
facts so that the court may determine the necessity for its intervention. 

2. AS a general rule an injunction will not be granted where the plaintiff may 
be compensated in damages. 


3. Where the plaintiff sought to enjoin the defendant from cutting and ‘carry- | 
ing away timber from lands which both parties claimed, and each offered 
strong proofs in support of his titles; and it appeared that the defendant 
had in good faith expended large sums of money in establishing and prose- 
cuting its business and great loss might result from arresting it: Held, 
that the court should have required a bond from the defendant to in- 
demnify the plaintiff for the value of the timber, and if need be appoint 
a receiver, before resorting to an injunction. . 


Tis was an application for an injunction, heard at Chambers, in 
Tarboro, on 17 August, 1887, betore Philips, J. The action was pend- 
ing in Wasuineton County. 

The plaintiff alleged that he was the owner in fee of the land (12 ) 
in controversy; that it is swamp land and mainly valuable for 
the timber on it; “that defendant has wrongfully, wantonly and forcibly 
entered upon the land of plaintiff, and has cut and carried away timber 
from the same, and threatens to continue to cut and carry away the 
timber of the plaintiff, to his irreparable damage,” etc., etc.; and he 
produced his own affidavit and those of sundry other persons tending © 
strongly to prove his allegations. He likewise set forth his evidence 
of title to the land, and stated facts going to show that the defendant | 
was insolvent, ete. 

The defendant denied the dilsgations of the plaintiff, that he was the 
owner of the land, and, on the contrary, alleged that it belonged to a 
corporation, The Albemarle Swamp Land Company; that it had leased 
from the last named company “all of its real and personal property in 
the counties of Beaufort, Washington and Hyde, with full, ample and 
complete authority and right to cut, manufacture and remove from the 
said real property the growing timber thereon for the term of five years 
from said date; that the land described in the complaint is a part of the 
land so leased, end the defendant entered upon said land by authority of — 

said lease”; it admitted that the land is chiefly valuable for the timber 

on it; that it had cut and carried away timber from the land; that it was 

then engaged in doing so; that it intended to continue to do so; it 
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_averred that it did so rightfully, and denied that the plaintiff had sus- 
tained or would sustain irreparable damages; it alleged further, that it 
“is largely engaged in the lumber business at the places named and has 
expended much money in getting ready for the work, and has now in the 
woods a number of hands, teams, and other appliances for getting out 
the timber, and in addition has expended and is now expending a large 
sum of money to construct and run a railroad to the Albemarle Sound, 
from and beyond the land, for the purpose of moving the timber, 
(13) and such other as it may own and buy, all of which expenditures 
have been made in good faith, and in the belief, promoted as 
aforesaid by: the action of the plaintiff himself, that its title was good; 
and if stopped now the defendant’s operations will be much impeded | 
and irreparable damage done to it; that the defendant is entirely solvent 
and able to respond in damages to the plaintiff to much’greater amount 
than any possible recovery by plaintiff in this action; that the timber on 
the land has no special or peculiar value which may not be easily meas- 
ured and compensated for in damages, if the plaintiff shall prevail in 
' this action”; and it produced sundry affidavits tending strongly to sup- 
port its allegations. It also set forth the documentary evidence of the 
title of the company under which it claimed, ete. © 
The court granted the motion for an injunction, and from the order 
in that Zerpert the defendant appealed. 


J. EH. Moore, by brief, for planntiff. 
John Gatling for defendant. ' 


Merrrimon, J., after stating the case: In Lumber Co. v. Wallace, 93 
N. C., 22, it is said: “The provisions of The Code, secs. 338-379, in 
express terms invest the court with very large and comprehensive powers 
- to protect the rights and prevent the perpetration or the continuance of 
wrong in respect to the subject-matter of the action, and to take charge 
of and protect the property in controversy, both before and after judg- 
ment, by injunctions and through receivers, pending the litigation; they 
facilitate and enlarge the authority of the courts in the exercise of their 
remedial agencies, and do not in any degree abridge the exercise of like 
general powers that .appertain to courts of equity to grant the relief 
specified, or to grant perpetual injunctions in proper cases, or the like 
relief.” 
(14) But such powers are not to i exercised in every case. On the 
contrary, they should be applied cautiously, and only when, in the 
sound discretion of the court, such application is necessary to protect the 
substantial rights of the party complaining and the property in contro- 
versy that may be in jeopardy of loss or injury during the litigation, 
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and also when the subject-matter of litigation is serious in importance to 
the party demanding the relief, and ordinarily he should show strong 
apparent right to relief. Moreover, the court should have in view and 
due regard for the rights and interests of the party complained against. 
Tts orders and decrees should be so shaped as to serve the best purposes 
of the law in the application of such powers, and put the parties to as 
little inconvenience and disturb the course of business and industries as . 
little as practicable. 

In this case, the affidavits and other evidence produced by the see 
‘tiff in support of his motion for relief by injunction tends strongly to 


support his allegations and right to relief; but on the other hand, the 


defendant makes pertinent counter allegations, and the evidence pro- 
duced by it tends strongly to support them. In such a case, the plaintiff 
should have relief, because he shows strong apparent right, and the de- 
fendant, by allegations largely in confession and avoidance, only shows 
that the plaintiff may not recover. The latter is entitled at least to have 
a sum of money equal to the value of the timber secured pending the 
litigation, so that, in case he shall obtain judgment, it may be applied in 
discharge of the same. The timber may belong to the plaintiff, and if 
so, he ought to have it, or at least the value of it, and this in some way 
secured pending the litigation, he properly securing the defendant in- 
demnity against damages occasioned by the plaintiff’s groundless action, 
if it turns out to be such. © 

But the plaintiff 1 is not entitled certainly to relief by injunction and — 
no other. The injury of which he complains is not one for which he 
cannot be compensated in damages. If it were, he would be 
entitled to that particular remedy. It is true he alleges in general (15 ) 
terms, “irreparable injury,” but he fails to allege and give evi- 
dence of facts showing that he may sustain such injury. It is not sufi- 
cient to simply allege such injury—tacts must appear from which the 
court can see and determine that it is such, and probable. It appears 
that the defendant is cutting and carrying away from the land ordinary 
forest timber suited to the purpose of making lumber for the markets. 
Obviously, the plaintiff may be compensated 1 in damages for this timber. 

The defendant is extensively engaged in the manufacture of lumber. 
It prosecutes that business at large expense, and has employed in it 
many laborers, wagons, horses, etc., etc. The business is a legitimate 
one, and ought not to be arrested, especially if this.can be avoided con- 
sistently with the rights of the plaintiff. Indeed, it is against the policy 
of the law to restrain industries and lawful enterprises. It ought not 
to be done, unless in extreme cases, certainly when it may be avoided. 
We, therefore, think the court, instead of granting the injunction, should 
have required the defendant to execute a bond, with approved security, 
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in such reasonable sum-as the court might deem proper, payable to the 
plaintiff claiming the property, conditioned that the defendant will pay 
to the former such damages as the court may adjudge in his favor 
against the defendant upon the final determination of the action. And 
the court might, if the circumstances render it necessary, appoint a 
- receiver to take, state and keep an account of the timber cut and re- 
moved. If the defendant cannot, or will not, give such bond, the court 
might take such other steps as it might deem meet and just. This is sub- 
stantially the course pursued in Lumber Co. v. Wallace, supra; and 
while it will serve the just purpose of securing the rights of the plaintiff, 
it avoids a suspension of the business of the defendant. _ 
(16) To the end that such action as that indicated in this opinion 
may be taken in the action, let this opinion be certified to the 
“Superior Court. — | — 
Error. 


Cited: Ousby v. Neal, 99 N. C., 148; Caldwell v. Sterewalt, 100 N. C., 
205; Mock u. Coggin, 101 N. C., 366; Bond v. Wool, 107 N. C., 153; 
Nav. Co. v. Emry, 108 N. O:;, 133; R. BR. v. Lumber Co., 116 N. C., 925; 
McKay v. Chapin, 120 N. C., 160; Sharpe v. Loane, 124 N. C., 2; 
Newton v. Brown, 184 N. C., 445; Kestler v. Weaver, 135 N. C., 389; 
Lumber Co. v. Cedar Co., 142 N. C., 418; Griffin v. RB. R., 150 N. C., 


315; Taylor v. Riley, 153 N. C., 203; RB. RB. v. Thompson, 173 N. C., 


962; Stewart v. Munger, 174 N. C., 405; Hurwitz v. Sand Co., 189 
N. G., 5. | | | 


R. J. BRYAN ev at. vy. BMMA V. MORING er at. 
Appeal—Motion to Dismiss—Rules of the Supreme Court. 


1. An appeal will not be dismissed if it ig docketed “within the first eight 
days of the term (of Supreme Court) or before entering on the call of 
eases from the judicial district to which the case belongs,” but will be 
continued. 


2. An appeal will not be dismissed because the clerk of the Superior Court 
fails to send up a proper transcript, but the appellant will be given an 
opportunity to perfect record. 


Tus was an issue of devisavit vel non, tried before Shepherd, J , at | 
Fall Term, 1887, of Caatnam Superior Court. | 
In this Court the appellees made a motion to dismiss the appeal. 
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John H faa and C’. M. Busbee for plaintiffs. — 
Geo. H. Snow, John W. Graham and J no. M anning for defendants. 


Merrion, J. The appeal in this case was taken at the last October 
Term of the Superior Court of the county of Chatham, but it was not 
sent up and docketed in this Court until 10 March, too late to stand for 
argument at the present term, as it would have done if it had been 
brought up regularly under the rule as it should have been, and docketed 

“within the first eight days of the term, or before entering on the 
call of cases from the judicial district to which the case belongs.” (17 ) 
As it was not thus docketed, the apeeal stands continued under 
Rule 2, sec. 7. 

After the appeal had been ipcksted here, the appellees exhibited a 
certificate of the clerk of the Superior Court and moved to docket and 
dismiss the appeal, as they insisted they might do under section 8 of the’ 
~ Rule of this Court, cited supra. It is settled that this motion cannot be 
allowed. Barbee v. Green, 91 N. C., 158; H ughes v. Boone, decided at 
the present term. 

Why the appellants failed to docket ates appeal within the time pre- 
scribed does not appear. Such delays are frequent, and the Court may. 
find it necessary to provide a remedy against them by prescribing an 
appropriate rule of practice. | 

The appellees also moved to dismiss the appeal upon the ou that 
what is filed as a transcript of the record of the appeal is not such in 
fact or in contemplation of law. It must be conceded that what is in- 
tended to be a transcript of the record is very defective, but we can see 
sufficiently from what the clerk recites and certifies under the seal of 
the court, that an action was tried. at the last October Term of the Supe- 
rior Court mentioned above before a judge named. As the transcript 
of the record appears at present it is insufficient, but a perfect one may 
be obtained before the case shall stand for argument. 

The statute (The Code, sec. 551), provides that “The clerk receiving 
a copy of the case settled as required in the preceding section, shall make 
a copy of the judgment-roll and of the case and within twenty days 
- transmit the same duly certified to the clerk of the Supreme Court.” It 
seems that the clerk of the Superior Court has been remiss in trans- 
mitting a proper transcript of the appeal to the Clerk of this Court as 
the statute directs, and it is manifest that he misapprehends what such 
a transcript must embrace, and as well the form of it. The appel- | 
lants should not suffer on this account. They are not, however, ( 18 ) 
free from neglect; they should have beeen careful to give » their 8 
appeal prompt attention. | 
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We take occasion here to suggest that the transcript of the record of 
the appeal should embrace only so much of the record of the action in 
the Superior Court as may be necessary ‘to present the questions raised 
by the assignments of error for the decision of this Court. It not infre- 
quently happens that transcripts come here that embrace a vast deal of 
unnecessary, redundant matter, which multiplies the cost to be paid by 
the parties, and unnecessarily increase and confuse, more or less, the 
labors of counsel and the Court. This might easily be obviated by a 
eareful and intelligent preparation of the transcript of the necessary 
record for this Court. Sudderth v. McCombs, 67 N. C., 3538. 

We are of opinion that the appellees fail to show such cause as en- 
titles them to have their motion allowed. 

Motion denied. 


Cited: Bailey v. Brown, 105 N. C., 129, 180; Porter v. R. R., 106 
N. C., 478; Triplett v. Foster, 115 N. c 390: Howard v. Speight, 180 
N.C., 654. 


B. W. JONES vy. R. E, PARKER anp BENJ. SAUNDERS. 


Deed—Hasementi—Boundary-—V ariance. 


A deed conveying “a certain tract of land, including the mill seat and mill, 
known as the Jethro R. Franklin mill, embracing as far as high water 
mark, and bounded as follows,” ete., is a conveyance of the land covered 
by the waters of the mill pond as far as the high water mark, notwith- 
standing this construction should produce a wide variance between the 
amount of land embraced in this boundary and that mentioned in the 
deed. | 


Tuis is a civil action, which was tried before Avery, J., at Spring 
Term, 1887, of Gates Superior Court. 

(19) This action is prosecuted to recover damages for trespasses 
_ alleged to have been committed on the plaintifi’s land, the title to 
which is derived under a deed made on 2 January, 1869, by the defendant 
Richard E. Parker to Joseph J. Jones and William T. Jones, and sub- 
sequent conveyances from them to the plaintiff. In each-of these deeds 
the land is described in similar terms, and as follows: “A certain tract or 
parcel of land, including the mill seat and mill known as the Jethro R. 
Franklin mill, the said tract of land situated in the county of Gates, 
embracing as far as high water mark, and, bounded as: follows: ‘On the 
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north by the lands of Richard E. Parker, Reddick Brinkley and others; 
on the east by the lands of Harrison Brinkley and others; south by the 
desert road; west by the lands of’ Josiah H. Reddick and others, includ- 
ing two acres of land on the west ae of said mill, containing ten acres, 
more or less.’ ” 

The title of the defendant, R. E. Parker, is deduced from a deed of 
John J. Gatling, administrator of Jason Franklin, made by virtue of a 
judgment of the court in proceedings instituted to convert the intes- 
tate’s real estate into assets for the payment of debts, wherein the land is 
thus deseribed: “On the north by James W. Brinkley’s line; on the east 
by Parker’s mill pond; on the west by B. W. Jones’ (the plaintiff) line; 
‘on the south by the Edenton road, the line of Peter Franklin and others, 
containing one hundred acres, more or less.” 

The intestate claimed under a deed to him executed in 1821 by Josiah 
Reddick, conveying the land afterwards disposed of by the administrator 
in the year 1872. 

_ The trespasses for which compensation was demanded were committed 
upon land within the high water boundary of the pond, and when full 
covered by its waters, in cutting down and carrying away timber trees 
standing thereon, and the result of the action depends upon the construc- 
tion and effect of the deeds which constitute the plaintifi’s chain of title. 
If the land under water up to the highest usual margin passes 

to the plaintiff, he is entitled to recover damages under the ad- ( 20 ) 
missions of the parties; if not, he fails'in the action, and this is 

the question before us for solution. 

The court charged the jury that it being admitted that the plaintiff 
was in the actual possession of the mill under the deed offered in evi- 
dence when the trees were cut, the plaintiff was the owner and in the 
constructive possession of the mill pond to high water mark, and was 
entitled to recover the reasonable market value of all timber cut by the 
defendants from the mill pond below the high water mark. The jury 
having found the issues in favor of the plaintiff and assessed his dam- 
ages at $65.50, and judgment rendered thereon, the defendants appealed. 


John Gatling and Leroy Smith for plaintiff. | 
Pruden & Van and T. J. Skinner, by brief, for defendants. 


Situ, C. J., after stating the case: The charge of the court, it will 
thus be seen, puts an interpretation upon the descriptive words of the 
plaintiff’s deed, “embracing as far as high water mark,” which covers 
all the overflowed land up to its high water boundaries, and vests the 
estate therein in him. | 

45 


- 


IN THE SUPREME COURT. | [99 
PERRY VY. HARDISON. 


The use of the water of the pond is necessary to the running of the 
mill, and it would be valueless without the ownership of the submerged 
land or of the easement in the covering waters. The principal and pri- 
mary intent in the conveyance is to secure all the privileges incident to 
the working of the mill, and to enable the bargainee to enjoy the ad- 
vautages of operating atterwatds as before, and even to convey the land 
itself or an easement as essential to its enjoyment. The language used 
in describing the subject-matter upon which the deed was to operate 

clearly points to the land, and not to an cneumbpenng easement. 
(21) It is a “tract of land,” and embraces the land “as far as high 

water mark,” which the deed POEports: to convey, and thus within, 
the marginal honadavigs of the pond. 

The references in the brief of appellants’ edaucl to which our atten- 
tion is called, that construe the terminus of a line at a pond created by 
artificial obstructions or dams upon a running stream to obtain a water 
power as extending into the water as far as the channel, have no applica- 
tion to the present case, since reversing the running of the line the water 
covered land, that is, a parcel of land-defined by the margin of the pond 
is described and the estate therein conveyed. Lee v. Woodard, N. C. 
Term R., 100 (537). 

We concur in the construction put upon the deed by the court, that its 
operative words are not restricted by the fact that there is a variance in 
the area of the tract, it being from 40 to 60 acres, from that mentioned 
in the deed, which may be explained by supposing the bargainor intended 
only to apply the words to the upland end, not to the pond. 

There is no error. 


JOHN R. PERRY er at. y. LOUIS HARDISON AND ASA ELLIS. 
 Kuceptions—Reference—Levy—Fraud—H vidence—Execution Sale. 


1. The Supreme Court will only consider the exceptions to the rulings of the 
court below in confirming or disaffirming the report of a referee. 

2. The return of an officer reciting a levy is only prima facie evidence of the 
fact. | . 

3. While a levy may be’made upon real property without the officer being at 
or taking formal possession of it, it is necessary, to constitute a valid 
levy on personal property, that the officer should go to it and have it in his 
power to take possession of it if necessary. 
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4. The fact that property—the title to which is in dispute—sold under execu- 
tion brought a price far below its true value is no evidence of fraud. 


5. The facts that the mortgagor was sued; that he executed a mortgage to 
one in his employment who had no other means of subsistence than his 
labor, to secure wages partly due and yet to become due; that the deed 
was falsely dated; that the mortgagor remained-in possession and the 

mortgagee was a son-in-law of the mortgagor, are evidence to be consid- 
ered by a referee or jury upon the bona fides oo the deed, and their finding 
thereon is conclusive. 


6. A conveyance, if made with intent to hinder creditors, is void, although 
upon a sufficient consideration, if the vendee had knowledge of the pur: 
pose for which it was made. 


Crvm action, tried before Avery, J., upon exceptions to ( 22 ) 
referee’s report, at February Term, 1887, of Bzavrorr Superior 
Court. | 7 

The tract of land, the title to which is drawn in question in this action, 
as deseribed in the complaint, belonged to the defendant, Louis Hardi- 
son, under whom the plaintiffs claim by virtue of a sale under two execu- 
tions to Charles F. Warren on 1 July, 1878, and a conveyance from him 
to the plaintiffs. 

The defendant, Asa Ellis, derives his title under a mortgage deed from 
said Hardison to secure the sum of two hundred dollars, made after the 
institution of the suits, but before the docketing of the judgments ren- 
dered thereon, pursuant to the executions issued, on which the sheriff 
made sale; and alleged that this mortgage was executed in good faith to 
secure the payment of wages then due and to become due under a con- . 
tract for services rendered and to be rendered as a laborer; and that his 
codefendant Hardison occupied the land as his tenant at will. The 
_ plaintiffs charged that the mortgage was fraudulent, and asked that it 
be so adjudged and canceled. 

At Spring Term, 1882, there was a reference, by consent, to (23 ) 
John H. Small, Esq., directing him to inquire and report whether 
the mortgage deed was fraudulent and the sum, if any, due thereon, and 
such other matters, whether of fact or law, as arose upon the case, sub- 
ject to exceptions to be passed on by the court. 

After several reports and recommittals the referee made a final report 
to January Term, 1887, the material portions of which are: 

“That the defendant, Lewis Hardison, has been seized and possessed 
of the land in controversy for many years prior to the bringing of this 
action; that he was in possession at the commencement thereof, and is 
now in possession; that his possession has been continuous, say since 
the war; that on 9 Mey; 1878, a pucement was rendered seas said 
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Hardison in favor of D. V. Warren, executrix, upon a note for four 
dollars, dated 8 December, 1852, which judgment was docketed in the 
Superior Court of Beaufort mane on the same day. The execution 
was issued 13 May, 1878. 

That on 30 April,. 1878, a summons was issued against Hardison at 
the instance of Wm. Baynor upon a note for $25, dated 25 April, 1860; 
the summons was served on 1 and 4 May, 1878, and judgment was ibuie 
dered and docketed in the Superior Court of Beaufort County on 9 May, 
1878, and execution was issued on 13 May, 1878. 

That under the executions above named the land was sold 1 July, 
1878, and purchased by Charles F. Warren, to whom T. J. Satchwell, 
sheriff, conveyed the same. 

That said Warren duly conveyed the land to plaintifis by deed, dated 
21 December, 1881. 

That the claim of defendant Ellis is founded upon a mortgage which 


. bears date 27 February, 1878, but was not executed or delivered until 


6 May, 1878; that it was proved on the same day by Robert T. Hodges, 
a justice of the peace, who affixed the signature of Mrs. Hardison, she 

being unable to write, and that it was filed for registration the 
(24) same day; that the summons in favor of Wm. Baynor was served 

on 1 and 4 May, 1878, before the execution of the mortgage; that 
defendant Ellis resided with Hardison during or most of the year 1877 
and up to 3 August, 1878, when he married Hardison’s daughter and 
removed to Martin County. 

The defendant Ellis testified that he had worked with Hardison only 
about two or three months before the apparent date of mortgage, and 
that on its date he and Hardison came to town and it was written and 
signed; that the words ‘Asa Ellis’ and ‘Martin County’ and ‘two hun- 
dred’ were filled in the mortgage on 6 May, 1878, by R. T. Hodges, a 
justice of the peace. 

That defendant Ellis was dependent upon his daily labor for fas sup- 
port, and from the evidence introduced his daily labor was not more than 
sufficient for his support; that during the time it is claimed by defendant 
Hardison he was working with him on account of this mortgage, he, 
Ellis, was working elsewhere on his own account, and at such times 
motely residing at Hardison’s. | 

No note was introduced, and the defendant Ellis in his testimony did 
not account for the loss of it. 

That the total value of defendant Hardison’s taxable ety was, in 
1878, as listed for taxation, $170, including the land in controversy, and 
that the total value of aeendane Ellis’ property in said year was $26; 
the actual value of the land | was $300. | 
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That under the execution in favor of D. V. Warren, administratrix, v. 
- Louis Hardison, the sheriff levied upon the following personal property, 
ag appears from said levy, viz.: One horse, 7 head of cattle, 4 hogs, 
14 sheep, and other personal property; that said sheriff copied the 
enumeration of said articles from the “tax list” of Beaufort County for _ 
1878; that said sheriff never attempted to enforce said levy on said 
personal property by taking said property in possession or other- 

wise, and did not advertise the same for sale, and did not actually ( 25 ) 
sell same, and that defendant Hardison, both prior and subse- 

quent to said sale of the land, retained the possession and use of Bald 
personal property as long as it existed. 

I find as conclusions of fact: 

- That the defendant Ellis did not pay or sonia any valuable consid- 
eration for the said mortgage, and that there is nothing due thereon. 

That it was made to defraud the creditors of defendant Hardison, and 
is fraudulent and void. 

That it was made to hinder and delay the creditors of defendant 
Hardison, whether there was any consideration or not. 

From these facts I find as conclusions of law: That the plaintiff hav- 
ing acquired the legal title by due process of law, and the defendant 
Hardison being admitted to be in possession of the land, the plaintiffs 
are entitled to recover the land in controversy, with the costs of this 
action, and I so adjudge.” 

The court adopted the findings of fact, overruled the defendant’s ex- 
ceptions, confirmed the report, and rendered judgment for the plaintitts, 
from which the defendants appealed. 


Geo. H. Brown, Jv., for plaantiffs. 
Wm. B. Rodman, Jr., for defendants. 


Smitu, C. J. The sole issues raised in the pleadings are as to the 
validity of this sale, and if upheld, the bona, fides and legal efficacy of 
the mortgage deed. 

The record in this case, as in others of which we oe had occasion to 
speak, fails to assign error in the rulings of the court, and compels us 
to search through the voluminous pages of the report and the testimony 
taken, as well as among the exceptions to the action of the referee, to’ 
ascertain what are his conclusions of law which are reviewable and open 
to correction here. The practice cannot be allowed, and if our 
admonitions are to be disregarded, we shall be constrained to (26) 
refuse to take cognizance of ‘the cause and dismiss the appeal. 

The errors alleged to have been committed by the court should be dis- 
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tinctly and plainly pointed out, as those intended to be pees and 
heard on the appeal. 

The objections made on the rulings of the referee as questions of the 
admissibility of evidence, to wit, as to the usage of farmers in the em- 
ployment of laborers and paying them wages; the manner in which 
another employer of defendant Ellis paid his wages; the novelty of pro- 
viding and securing them by a mortgage deed in advance of their being 
earned, were properly overruled, since, while their pertinency to the 
issue of fraud is not very apparent, we do not see how the evidence 
tended to mislead the referee. | 

The introduction of the tax books, as tending to show the financial 
resources of the defendants in an inquiry as to their means of self-sup- 
port, is, in our opinion, not obnoxious to objection, and its force and 
effect was for the referee, acting in place of a jury, to pass on and de- 
termine. | 

The defendants insist that no judgments were rendered by the justice 
against the defendant Hardison, upon the claims sued on, and that the 
certified transcripts of such as were docketed and under executions on 
which the land was sold, were without an original, and were in conse- 
quence nullities, the sale passing no title to the purchaser, the attorney 
and agent of the creditors whose claims he was collecting. 

Whatever may have been the legal consequences, if the facts were, as 
supposed, they are misconceived and incorrectly stated. The justice’s 
civil docket shows a service of summons accepted, a trial, and “judg- 
ment given against the defendant and in favor of the plaintiff for the 
sum of $4, with interest from 8 December, 1852,” ete., in the one case, 

and a substantially similar entry in the other, mutatis mutandis, 

(27) and these fully sustain the transcripts sent up and docketed in 

the Superior Court. 

II. The defendants except further to the validity of the sale of the 
‘land until the personal property levied on, as shown in the sheriff’s 
return upon the executions, and shown to have been fully sufficient in 
value to pay them, had been sold, and the proceeds applied in satis-— 
faction. 

The referee finds that in fact no levy was ever made upon the personal 
goods mentioned in the return, and that the return was thus made upon 
"an Inspection of the tax lists and without their ever being in the pos- 
session or under the dominion of the officer, these being the constituents 
of a legal seizure. 

The delivery by the debtor of a list of his neesual property to the 
officer, it not being present, is not a levy. Gulkey v. Dickerson, 3 Hawks, 
993; Bland v. Whitfield, 1 Jones, 122. | 
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The return of a levy made is but prima facie evidence of the fact, 
and, remarks Pearson, J., in the case cited: “In regard to land it may be 
wide | in the office, although it may be ten miles distant, and the officer 
has never seen it. In regard to personal property, it is necessary for the 
officer to go to it, so as to have it in his power to take v into actual 
possession if he chooses.” 

See, also, as to a sale of an nnpathewed crop in the field, Skinner v. 
Sitnaa, 4. Tred., 175, and Rives v. Porter, 7 Ired., 74, and other cases. 

Here the prima facie proof is rebutted, and it cf shown there never 
was any levy, and that the goods remained uninttrfered with, in the 

defendant’s hands, and were appropriated by him to his own use. 
The imputation of bad faith in the conduct of the officer in making 
the sale finds no support in the facts found, and the mere fact that an 
insignificant sum was bid, must be attributed to the dispute about the 
title, growing out of the execution of the mortgage, and an unwillingness 
to buy a lawsuit in buying the land. 

But the essential controversy ‘is as to the bona fides of the ( 28 ) 
mortgage deed and its sufficiency to pass the title against a 
creditor pursuing the property under legal process. 

The referee finds, and the court sustains the finding, that the defendant 
Ellis had no legal claim against his associate as a consideration to sup- 
port the conveyance, and if there was a debt, it was made with the 
fraudulent intent of evading his creditors and placing his property 
beyond their reach. While the recited consideration is that of a present. 
indebtedness of $200 intended to be secured, it was testified by the mort- 
gagor that this sum constituted the wages to be paid to the mortgagee for 
services in part already rendered and to be thereafter rendered as to the . 
residue, and further that the latter was in his service from some time in 
the fall of 1876 to August, 1878, when having married the mortgagor’s 
- daughter he moved away. 

The exception to the finding that there was no ase due or liability 
incurred by Hardison sufficient as a consideration to support his mort- 
gage against creditors, and that it was but a donation to a stranger, 
raises the only question we care to consider, which is whether there is 
any evidence to warrant a finding in direct opposition to the testimony 
that there was a contract for services, to secure which the deed was 
given; that such services were rendered during a period of about twenty 
months, and had not been paid for. There was some evidence, however, 
- of the poverty of Ellis and as his means of support were dependent upon 
. his labor, that necessity must have forced him to require payment. How- . 
ever weak may be the grounds of such an inference in opposition to the 
positive testimony offered on this point, its sufficiency to rebut the testi- 
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mony is not a question to be here considered; but belonging to the court 

| below, is conclusively settled, and we cannot say there is no evi- 

( 29) dence and that the testimony ought to have been accepted as proof 
of the facts. 

But the matter becomes unimportant in presence of the further finding 
that the mortgage, whether made on a bona fide liability or not, was 
made with an intent to hinder, delay and defraud the creditors of the 
mortgagor, as this would defeat the operation of the conveyance, if 
known to and participated in by the mortgagee. Cannon v. Young, 89 — 
N. C., 264, and cases therein cited. | 

The defendants insist that no evidence ea of the existence of the 
vitiating element. 

We do not concur in this contention, for tiers is much evidence tend- 
ing to prove the fraudulent purpose. 

The deed falsely sets out a present aioe evidenced by a bond 
alleged to be lost; whereas on the testimony it was to secure wages largely 
to be rendered 7 the future. It was executed just before the issuing of 
the warrants which were followed by judgments and executions under 
which the sale was made, and after being pressed for payment. 

The giving such a security under the circumstances which might 
utterly fail, and even if intended to provide the means of paying the 
debts would and must be understood to have been meant to put off and 
delay the payment, and prevent an early disposition of the property and 
the appropriation of the proceeds thereto. 

There are other evidences of fraud apparent in the concurrent acts of 
the parties and presented in the proofs, from which the illegal purpose 
is deduced that tended to show, and was evidence, more or less strong, 
' showing the object and effect of the deed, and of these, as facts, the oe 
termination vested in the court below. 

These are the prominent rulings pressed in the argument for the ap- 
pellants, and on which their counsel seem to rely, nor do we discover in. 
the record any error in others. 

There is no error, and the judgment must be 

Affirmed. 


Cited: Bobbitt v. Rodwell, 105 N. C., 245; Mann v. Allen, 171 N. C., 
222: S. v. Jackson, 183 N. C., 700. 
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( 30 ) 
W. F. KORNEGAY v. N. K, EVERETT anp CHARLES KENNEDY. 


Hquity—Evidence—Mistake of Law—Correction of Deed. 


1. Where it is admitted or proved that an instrument, executed in pursuance 
of a prior agreement, by which both parties meant to abide, is inconsis- 
tent with the purpose for which it was designed; or that by reason of 
some mistake of both parties, it fails to express their intention, a Court of 
Equity will correct it, although the mistake be one of law. 


2. The proof of such mistake must be full and clear—such as would have 
satisfied a chancellor or Court of Equity under the former practice— 
before the relief will be administered. ; 


Tus is a civil action, tried before Merrimon, J., upon exceptions to 
the report of a referee, at September Term, 1887, of Wayne Superior 
Court. 

It is alleged by the plaintiff that the defendants, N. K. Everett and 
wife, on 1 October, 1883, executed a mortgage to W. F. Kornegay & Co., 
conveying in fee certain lots of land described in the complaint, to secure 
an indebtedness of N. K. Everett to Kornegay & Co., and a steamboat 
called the “Rough and Ready’; also, that the defendants, Everett and 
wife, on 28 October, 1881, executed a deed to H. Weil & Bros., convey- 
ing to them certain lots described in the complaint, to secure an indebted- 
ness of N. K. Everett to, Weil & Bros., and that the plaintiff was the 
assignee and owner of all the indebtedness secured in those mortgages; 
that on 26 May, 1884, the defendant Everett executed a deed of trust, in 
which his wife joined, conveying all his property, including that em- 
braced in the several mortgages, to the defendant, John R. Smith, in 
trust, after allotting to Everett his homestead and personal property 
exemptions, to sell and pay the debts owing by him in the order set out 
in the trust, including the mortgage debts; that some time after the last 
deed of trust was executed, the plaintiff, being the owner of the 
larger part of the debts, and the indebtedness to him being (31 ) 
secured by the mortgages, an arrangement or settlement between 
the plaintiff and N. K. Everett and the trustee, was entered into, whereby 
an unencumbered title in fee to the lots embraced in the mortgages to 
Kornegay & Co. and to Weil Bros. was to be conveyed to the plaintiff in 
settlement of the mortgage debts, and he was to surrender said debts and 
release the mortgage which he held upon the steamboat “Rough and 
Ready”; that in pursuance of this arrangement, and to carry the same 
into effect, the plaintiff surrendered the said mortgage indebtedness and 
released his mortgage on the steamboat, and the defendant, John R. 
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Smith, trustee, with the concurrence and approval of N. K. Everett, 
executed two deeds, one dated 29 November, 1884, purporting to convey 
to the plaintiff the lots conveyed in the mortgage to Kornegay & Co., and 
the other dated 1 January, 1885, purporting to convey to the plaintiff 
the lot embraced in the mortgage to Weil Bros., and that the plaintiff 
took possession of the lots as his property, all the parties believing that 
the deed of the trustee was a sufficient and proper conveyance to carry 
out the agreement; that the deeds to the plaintiff were not signed by the 
defendants, Everett and wife, “by reason of the mistake of the plaintiff 
and the defendants, in the belief that the trustee was the proper person 
to convey, and that his deed would convey the unencumbered title in fee.” 

It is further alleged that the defendant Everett “refuses to abide by 
said settlement, and to recognize said deeds, and has taken and wrong- 
fully withholds possession of said land from the plaintiff. 

The prayer for relief is that the defendant refusing to abide by it, the 
settlement be set aside, the parties placed in statu quo, and that the 
. plaintiff be allowed to foreclose the mortgages. _ 
(32) The defendant Smith, trustee, filed no answer. The defendant 

Everett answers, denying that the lands referred to were in- 
tended to be conveyed to the plaintiff in fee, and says that the only 
agreement was that Smith, trustee, should execute to the plaintiff a deed, 
which was done at the time of the agreement, on 29 November, 1884, 
after which the plaintiff surrendered to the defendant the mortgage upon 
the steamboat; that the deed was drawn by. plaintifi’s attorney and 
accepted by him, knowing well its contents, ete. 

By consent, the action was referred to C. B, Aycock, Esq. 

On the trial before the referee, the plaintiff Kornegay and the defend- 
ant John R. Smith were witnesses on behalf of the plaintiff, and their tes- 
timony tended to prove that the deeds made by Smith, trustee, to the 
plaintiff, were executed in pursuance of a settlement and agreement, by 
which the plaintiff was to surrender his mortgage on the steamboat and 
his claims secured by the mortgages; and in consideration therefor Smith, 
the trustee, was to convey to him a title in fee simple to the lots em- 
braced in the mortgages; that the deeds were executed by Smith, trustee, 
with the knowledge of the defendant Everett, and with the understand- 
ing of all the parties that the deeds would convey a fee simple title un- 
encumbered ; that all the parties (Kornegay, Smith and Everett) thought 
that Smith’s deed would convey a good title in fee, and that was the 
intention of the parties upon which they settled. 

“The evidence of both these witnesses” (which is set out in full in the 
necord) “was objected to by the defendants, on the ground that the deeds 
should speak for themselves, and that it was not competent to show by 
parol what the parties intended in the execution of the deeds, and if there 
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was any mistake it was a mistake of law as to the effect of the deeds, 
without any allegation of a mistake of fact, fraud, undue influence, or 
other equitable element; and also, that it was incompetent to show by 
parol an agreement to convey land.” 

The objection was sustained by the referee, and the evidence ( 338 ) 
was ruled out, and plaintiff excepted. 

The case was heard by his Honor upon this exception, who held that 
“the evidence offered was competent, but that it was insufficient to show 
a mistake in the execution of the deeds.” He thereupon confirmed the 
report, and judgment was rendered accordingly. The plaintiff appealed. 


J. W. Bryan, by brief, for plaentiff. 
W. C. Monroe for defendant. 


Davis, J., after stating the case: The deed executed by Smith, trustee, 
while purporting to convey an absolute estate in fee in the property to 
plaintiff, by reason of the reservation of the homestead in the deed of 
’ trust to Smith, in fact conveyed an estate subject to the homestead, the 
defendant Everett and wife not joining the trustee in the execution of 
_ the deed to plaintiff, by reason of the mistake of all the parties, in sup- 
posing that the deed of the trustee would convey an absolute title, as it 
was intended it should do. 

The plaintiff says that, having surrendered his claims and the mort- 
gages by which they were secured, the defendant refuses to give effect to 
the agreement, but claims the homestead, and he asks that if the de- 
fendant will not comply, it be rescinded. 

The questions presented are: 

1st. Will the court correct such a mistake of law? and, 

2d. If so, was the evidence sufficient to establish the mistake? 

The evidence offered by the plaintiff to show the mistake was, upon 
objection by the defendant, ruled out by the referee as incompetent, but 
it was held by the court below to be competent, but insufficient. There 
was no appeal by the defendant from so much of his Honor’s ruling as, 
held that the evidence was competent, and it may be that the first ques- 
tion is not necessarily before us in the case on appeal, but as the 
sufficiency or insufficiency of the evidence would be of no conse- ( 34 ) 
- quence if the court had not the power to correct the mistake, and 
as that was the chief question discussed by counsel, we think it proper 
that it should be considered. 

It is undoubtedly the general rule, as laid down by the Chief Justice 
in Thomas v. Lines, 88 N. C., 191, “that a written instrument disposing 
of property or constituting : contract, cannot be altered, impaired or 
explained by parol proof of a different purpose or understanding from 
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that contained in the-writing.” And it is said by Adams (Equity, sec. 
169) : “The prima facie presumption of law is, that the written contract 
shows the ultimate intention, and that all previous proposals and ar- 
rangements, so far as they may be consistent with the contract, have 
been deliberately abandoned. It seems, however, that the instrument 
may be corrected, if it is admitted or proved to have been made in pur- 
suance of a prior agreement, by the terms of which both parties meant 
to abide, but with which it is in fact inconsistent; or if it is admitted or 
proved that an instrument intended by both parties to be prepared in one 
form, has by reason of some undesigned insertion or omission, been pre- 
pared and executed in another,” ete. : 

What was the document intended to be? If it is admitted, or, as was 
said in Jones v. Perkins, 1 Jones Eq., 337, established by clear and con- | 
vineing proot, that by mistake of the parties (and it must be the mistake 
of both parties if the equity rests upon mistake) the instrument fails to 
express the intention of the parties, it will be corrected, and this will be 
done whether the mistake be one of fact or of law, as is clearly shown in — 
McKay v. Simpson, 6 Tred. Eq., 452; Hart v. Roper, 6 Ired. Eq., 349; 
Womack v, Hacker, Phil. Eq., 161; Lynam v. Calufer, 64 N. C., 5725. 
Lutz v. Lhompson, 87 N. C., 384, 

The question is discussed at length 1 in Benson v. Markol, accel in 
the Supreme Court of Minnesota in May, 1887, published in Vol. 36, 

page 44, of the Albany Law Journal, and after a review and 
(35) citation of a great number of authorities, it is said: “A careful 

consideration of the authorities has led us to the conclusion that 
the power of Courts of Equity to afford relief from the consequences of 
the mutual mistake of parties to written instruments is not strictly 
limited to mistakes of fact, but extends also to mistakes of law.” 

The defendant relied with confidence upon the decision of this Court 
in Sandlin v. Ward, 94 N. C., 490, in which it is said: “A Court of 
Equity never corrects mistakes of law, save in exceptional cases, where 
the mistake is mixed up with other equitable elements,” ete. 

Of course a Court of Equity will only correct a re when equity 
requires it. 

Was there such an egatiable ane in this case ? 

If the plaintiff held a security for his debt, which was discharged i in 
pursuance of the agreement, and with the understanding and intention — 
of both parties that it should be discharged upon the execution of the 
deed conveying the lots contained in the deed from Smith, trustee, to the 
plaintiff, free from all incumbrance, and it was intended and thought by 
all the parties that such a title was conveyed, then would it not be mani- 
festly inequitable for the defendant to retain the benefit derived from the 
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release of the debts and surrender of the mortgages by the plaintiff, 
without giving full effect to the agreement, by securing to the plaintiil 
the title in fee to the land conveyed to him by the trustee? Would not the 
plaintiff have a right to have the contract rescinded and to be relegated 
to his original security ? 

Assuming the facts to be as alleged, the defendant cannot assert any 
claim to the property conveyed by the deed of his trustee, adversely to 
that deed, without restoring to the plaintiff the security lost by him in 
consequence of the acceptance of that deed. , 

If it be said that, peradventure, the wife of the defendant will ( 36 ) 
not join in the execution of such an instrument as will carry the 
agreement into effect, the answer is to be found in Welborn v. Sechrist, 
88 N. O., 287, and he must make reasonable effort to comply with the 
poreedeuy. 

There was no error in ruling that the sides was competent. 

As to the sufficiency of the evidence to correct the mistake, the proof 
must be full and clear and not merely preponderant, but such as would 
have satisfied a chancellor or Court of Equity under the old practice. 
Loftin v. Loftin, 96 N. C., 94, and cases cited. 

The only witnesses were the plaintiff and the defendant Smith, the 
trustee; there was no conflicting testimony, and if these witnesses are to 
be believed, the deed from Smith, trustee, to the plaintiff was intended 
to convey a title in fee unencumbered, and it was thought by all the 
parties at the time that it did convey such a title, so that, nothing else 
appearing, it was sufficient; but the referee having excluded this evi- 
dence, and thus rendering it unnecessary for the defendant to offer any 
evidence controverting, as his answer does, the facts as testified to, he 
has a right to be heard in denial, and this case will be certified to the 
end that it may be further proceeded with in accordance with this 
opinion. | 

Error. . 


Cited: Morisey v. Swinson, 104 N. C., 554; Pollock v. Warwick, rbid., 
641; Berry v. Hall, 105 N. C., 163; White v. R. R., 110 N. C., 461; 
McMullan v. Bagley, 112 N. C., 586; Banking Co. v. Morehead, 124 
N. C., 624; Warehouse Co. v. Ozment, 182 N. C., 847; Condor v. Secrest, 
149 N. C., 204; Hllett v. Hilett, 157 N. C., 168; Pelletier v. Cooperage 
Co., 158 N. C., 406; Montgomery v. Lewis, 187 N. C., 579. 
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(387) | 
JOHN C. JARVIS v. C. L. DAVIS anv J. E. GHERKIN. 


Construction of Deed-—Descent—Conditron. 


Where J. conveyed a tract of land to his daughter M. “and the lawful heirs 
of her body. . . . To have and to hold to her the said M., her natural 
life and her children; should she die not leaving any children, then to her 
husband D., bis natural life. . . . Provided, that the said D. keeps 
the fences and ditches in good repair,” and M. died leaving one child sur- 
viving, but which died without issue: Held, 


1. That M. took an estate for life and her child the remainder in fee, and 
upon the death’ of the latter the estate vested in ys as the heir of the 
‘ehild. 


2. That the condition in the proviso attached to the life estate of D., of which 
he would have been seized upon the death of his wife without issue; but . 
as that contingency had not occurred, it was inoperative, and D. held the 
estate as the heir of the child, unaffected by the condition. 


Civin action, tried before Avery, J., at February Term, 1887, of 
Braurort Superior Court. | 

It appeared that the plaintiff, John C. Jarvis, and his wife, Nancy, 
executed their deed of conveyance (the wife joining only for the purpose 
of barring and releasing her right of dower and homestead) to their 
daughter, Mary L. Davis, wife of the defendant, O. L. Davis, and the 
parts thereof material to a proper understanding of the opinion of the 
court are as follows: 

“This deed, made this 5 May, A.D. 1881 , by J ohn C. J arvis and Nancy 
Jarvis, his wife, of the first part, to Mary L. Davis, wife of C. L. Davis, 
of the second part, both parties of the county of Beaufort and State oe 
North Carolina: Witnesseth, That the said John CO. Jarvis and Nancy 
Jarvis, parties of the first part, for and in consideration of the natural 
love and affection they have for their daughter, Mary L. Davis, party 

of the second part, and in further consideration of the sum. of 
(38) one dollar to them paid by said Mary L. Davis, party of the 

second part, the receipt of which is hereby acknowledged, have 
given, granted and conveyed, and by these presents do give, grant and 
convey unto the said Mary L. Davis, wife of C. L. Davis, party of the 
second part, and the lawful heirs of her body, a certain tract. or parcel 
of land lying and being in the county of Beaufort and State aforesaid, 
on the west side of Pantego Creek, it being a part of the Malynes Patent, 
adjoining the land of the Whitley heirs: Beginning, ete. . .,. 

“To have and to hold the aforesaid tract of land and all privileges. and 
appurtenances thereto belonging, except firewood and timber, a a sufficient 
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quantity for the use and benefit of the parties of the first part and their 
assigns to the use of the balance of the homestead, and the privilege of 
draining down and through the lead ditch that passes through the above- 
described lands, to her, the aforesaid Mary L. Davis, wife of C. L. Davis, 
party of the second part, her natural life and her children. Should she 
die, not leaving any children, then to her husband, C. L. Davis, his 
natural life, if he be the longest liver of the two: Provided, that the said 
C. L. Davis keeps the fences and ditches in good repair and condition. 

“And after the decease of the aforesaid parties of the second part, and 
there not being any living issue of the said Mary L. Davis, then in that 
case, the aforesaid described tract of land to go to the last will and testa- 
ment of said John C. Jarvis, one of the parties of the first part.” 

The complaint, among other things, alleges in substance: 

“That after the making of the deed Mary and Caleb took possession of 
the land; that Mary died, leaving a child surviving her who afterwards 
‘died without issue; that after her death Caleb continued and now 
is in the possession, claiming under the deed; that at and for a long 
time before the making of the deed there were and had been fences on 
and around the land, which at the making of the deed were in 
good order, ete., and there were also and had been divers ditches ( 39 ) 
on the land, which were necessary for the draining as well of those 
as of other lands, of which plaintiff at and after the making of the deed 
was and still is seized and possessed, and which adjoin the lands con- 
veyed; the surplus water which falls upon these last mentioned lands at 
the making of the deed, and for a long time before, had been accustomed 
to flow through said ditches and ought rightfully so to do; that after the 
death of Mary and her child, the defendant Caleb wilfully, unreasonably 
and for a long time permitted the fences and ditches to get out of good 
repair and condition, and so to remain for a long time, and failed and 
neglected to clean out and repair them as was essential and necessary 
for the proper cultivation of the lands, and the ditches and fences were 
in the bad condition aforesaid at the commencement of this action; that 
the said Caleb had sold to defendant Gherkin a large part of the timber 
on the land, and Gherkin at and before the commencement of this action 
was in the actual possession of the land described in section 2 hereof, or 
of some part thereof, as tenant of Caleb, or in some way for and under 
him; that plaintiff repeatedly requested said Caleb to clean out the 
ditches and repair the fences and put the same in good order, but he con- 
stantly failed and neglected to do so; that in the year 1884, defendant 
Gherkin, by the license of defendant Caleb, and under his direction, cut 
and carried from the land a large quantity of timber of great value, so 
that not enough was left thereon for the use of the plaintiff, as owner 
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of the rest of the original tract as reserved by the deed; that by reason of 

the premises, the said Caleb and his assignee Gherkin, have forfeited 

all their several estates in said lands, and that the same have ceased and 

determined, and that plaintiff is entitled to the immediate possession 
thereof, and plaintiff has repeatedly demanded of defendants 

(40) that they give him possession, which they have refused and still 
refuse to do.” 

The defendants denied the material allegations of the complaint. 

A number of witnesses were sworn and examined on the trial on the 
part of the plaintiff, and gave evidence tending to support the allegations 
of the complaint.. The plaintiff having closed his testimony, the judge 
announced that if the jury should find all the issues for the plaintiff he 
could not recover. 

Thereupon the plaintiff, in submission to the opinion of die court, 
suffered a judgment of nonsuit and appealed. 


Wm. B. Rodman, Jr., and Geo. H. Brown, Jr., for plaintiff. 
J. H. Small for defendants. 


Aieecae J., after stating the case: wwe are of opinion that in no 
proper view of the complaint and the deed to be interpreted, taken in 
connection therewith, is the plaintiff entitled to recover, and therefore 
his assignment of error is groundless. 

It appears from the premises and the habendum. clause of the deed, 
that the chief and leading purpose of the maker of it was to make a pro- 
vision for his married daughter therein named, and such child or chil- 
dren as she might at her death leave surviving her. The words “and the 
lawful heirs of her body,” appearing in the premises, under the statute 
(The Code, sec. 1329), are to be taken as implying her children, nothing 
to the contrary appearing, and nothing does so appear. The habendum 
clause expressly provides that she shall take an estate for her own life, 
and in legal effect, with remainder in fee to her children surviving her. 
Although it is not in terms provided that the children shall have the 
remainder in fee simple, the statute (The Code, sec. 1280), enacted 
before the deed was executed, provides that “when real estate shall be 

conveyed to any person, the same shall be held and construed to be | 
(41) a conveyance in fee, whether the word ‘heirs’ shall be used or 

not, unless such conveyance shall in plain and express words show, 
or it shall be plainly intended by the conveyance or some part thereof, 
that the grantor meant to convey an estate of less dignity.” 

There is no provision in the deed that in terms or effect fairly indi- | 
cates a purpose to convey to the surviving children a less or other estate 
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than the remainder in fee. Indeed, no provision is made to apply 
beyond surviving children. Hence, the daughter having died leaving a 
child surviving her, the deed operated to convey that estate to the sur- 
viving child, thus serving the chief purpose of its maker. 

The deed, however, further provides, that the husband named in it 
shall have an estate in the land for his own life, if he should survive his 
wife and the latter should die leaving no children surviving her, “‘pro- 
vided that the said C. L. Davis (the husband) keeps the fences and 
ditches in good repair and condition.” 

This condition, if it be such, is not expressed with clearness and pre- 
cision, but treating it as sufficient ; in substance as a condition that might 
be effectual, it applied only to the life estate provided for the husband, 
and not to the estate of the wife and children. It looked to the return 
of the land to the grantor in good condition as to the fences and ditches. 
He did not contemplate or expect its return, if his daughter should die 
leaving children surviving her. 

The condition does not refer in terms or by necessary implication to 
the estate of the wife and children by an unusual condition, not de- 
pendent on their acts, but the acts of one whom they might not be able 
to control. It appears in the separate and distinct clause of the deed 
which provides a life estate in the land for the husband, and clearly 
applies to it. Moreover, it is a condition subsequent and intended to 
defeat the estate. Such conditions are not favored by the law, and are 
construed strictly. It should appear clearly that they apply to 
the estate intended to be affected and defeated by them. They ( 42 ) 
cannot be extended unless by the strongest implication or neces- 
sary inference. 

The contingency upon the happening of which the husband would 
have taken a life estate for his life in the land under the deed never hap- 
pened, and can never happen, because the wife died leaving a child sur- 
viving her. This child, as we have seen, took the estate in remainder in 
fee simple, unaffected by the condition mentioned. 

Nor did the contingency happen in which it was provided that the 
tract of land should “go to the last will and testament of said John C. 
Jarvis” (the father of the grantor), or revert, to him, because the hus- 
band and wife did not both die, the latter leaving no surviving issue. She 
died leaving a child surviving her, who took the absolute estate in 
remainder as indicated. | 

It appears that the child afterwards died leaving “no issue capable of 
inheriting, nor brother, nor sister, nor issue of such,” but leaving its 
father surviving it. The inheritance vested in the latter under the Statute — 
of Descents (The Code, sec. 1281, Rule 6). And for the reasons already 
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stated, he thus took the inheritance unaffected by the condition men- 
tioned. By virtue of the statute, he took under his deceased child, and 
he did not take under the deed. As the estate of the child was not 
affected by the condition in its lifetime, so it was not after it came to the 
father, under the statute. 

Affirmed. 


( 43 ) 
J. W. EVANS vy. J. W. ETHERIDGE er at. 


| Deed —Registration—Probate—Commissioner of Affidavrts— 
Purchasers—Creditors. 


The registration of a deed or other instrument upon proof of execution before 
a commissioner of affidavits, without the adjudication of the clerk of the 
Superior Court having jurisdiction, is invalid as against creditors and 
purchasers for value. The distinction between probates by clerks of the 
Superior Courts and commissioners of affidavits pointed out. 


Civiz action, tried before Avery, J., at the Spring Term, 1887, of 
the Superior Court of the county of Dars. 

By consent a trial by jury was waived and it was agreed that issues of 
fact as well as of law should be tried by the court. : 
_ The material facts are in substance, that on 21 May, 1886, the defend- 
ants, J. W. Etheridge and his wife, then and still residents of the District 
of Columbia, executed a deed of trust to W. T. Brinkley conveying to 
him the property therein and for the purposes named. 

The deed of trust was delivered to the register of deeds for the county 
of Dare and registered, and the following is the certificate of probate 
and the certificate of registration: 


District or CotumBra—County of Washington—-ss. 

I, Sam’l C. Mills, a Commissioner of Deeds and Affidavits of the State 
of North Carolina, resident in the District of Columbia, do hereby 
certify that J. W. Etheridge and Carrie F., his wife, personally appeared 
before me this 22 May, 1886, and acknowledged the due execution of the 
foregoing deed. The said Carrie F. Etheridge, being by me privately 
examined separate and apart from her said husband touching her volun- 

tary execution of the same, doth state that she signed the same 
(44) freely and voluntarily, without fear or compulsion of her said 
husband or any other person, and that she doth still voluntarily 
assent thereto; and at the same time before me personally appeared 
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W. T. Brinkley, the within mortgagee, and made oath in due form of 
law that the consideration in the foregoing is true and bona fide as 
therein set forth. 
' Witness my hand and seal this 22 May, A.D. 1886. 
| | Sam’n C, MIttzs, 
[Com’s Seal. | Commissioner of Affidavits, ete., 
: | For the State of North Carolina, 
District of Columbia. 


Received 26 May, 1886; registered in Book B, pages 389 and 390, 
14 June, 1886. 
The above deed of trust was registered in Book B, page 380, 5 yu une, 
1886, without probate, by advice of Judge Albertson. | | 
I hereby certify the foregoing to be a true copy of deed of trust as 
recorded in this office. This 6 November, 1886. 
G. B. Burven, 
Register of Deeds. 


The summons in this action was issued on 28 May, 1886, by J. W. 
Evans, the plaintiff, who was on 21 May, 1886, and has been continu- 
ously since, clerk of the Superior Court of Dare County, and the same 
day that the summons was issued a writ of attachment was issued by 
the plaintiff in this action, which was levied 31 May, 1886, and the prop- 
erty conveyed in the deed of trust. It was admitted that the account 
sued on by the plaintiff is just and still due to him. 

W. T. Brinkley died on 4 December, 1886, and soon thereafter (45 ) 
the defendant, J. W. Albertson, qualified as his administrator, 
and on 21 December he was regularly appointed trustee in the place of 
the said W. T. Brinkley, deceased, to execute the deed of trust. 

Upon the facts found it was, among other things, adjudged that the 
“deed of trust constitutes a lien upon the property therein conveyed 
from 26 May, 1886, and that aid lien is superior to the lien of the 
attachment issued in this cause.’ 

It was also adjudged that the plaintiff recover of the defendant 
Etheridge the sum of $441.11, with interest on $415.20 from 9 May, 
1887, till paid, together with costs, to be paid from the proceeds of the 
sale of the property in controversy, after first paying the debt secured by 
the deed of trust, charges, ete. 

To so much of the judgment as declared the deed of trust a len upon 
the property from 26 May, 1886, and first to be paid, the plaintiff ex- 
cepted and appealed. 


E. P. Aydlett for plaintiff. 
E. C. Smith for defendant. 
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Davis, J., after stating the case: Though the case states that the sum- 
mons and writ of attachment were issued by the plaintiff, who was the 
clerk, no question is raised as to their validity, that having been settled 
on a former appeal (96 N. C., 42), and the only question presented for 
our consideration is: Was the deed from Etheridge and wife to W. T. 
Brinkley so proved and registered as to give it validity against creditors 
of the bargainor? The appellee says it was; the appellant says it was 
not, and insists that an adjudication by the clerk of the Superior Court 
that the deed was duly acknowledged or proved was an essential prerequi- 
_ site to a valid registration. He further insists that Samuel C. Mills had 

| ceased to be a Commissioner of Affidavits, ete., for the State of 
(46) North Carolina on 18 January, 1886, and was not such on ~ 

7 _22 May, 1886, and that he had no authority to take the acknowl- 
edgment. of deeds, ete.; and for proof of this he refers to the lists of 
Commissioners of Affidavits, etc., as printed in the volumes of the Acts 
of 1885 and 1887, as required by sections 636 et seq., of The Code, which 
show that the said Mills was appointed on 18 January, 1884; that his 
term of office expired on 18 January, 1886, and that he was not there- 
after appointed. 

In addition to the requirement that the list of en ee etc., be 
printed with the Acts of the General Assembly, section 634 makes it ‘the 
duty of the Secretary of State forthwith, upon the appointment of such 
commissioners, to certify the same to the several clerks of the Superior 
Courts of the State and in like manner to certify to said clerks all re- 
movals of commissioners, and of all whose commissions have expired. 

If the appellant is correct in either of these positions the judgment 
below is erroneous. 

Section 1254 of The Code provides that “No deed of trust or mort- 
gage for real or personal estate shall be valid at law to pass any prop- 
erty as against creditors, . . . but from the registration of such 
deed of trust or mortgage in the county where the land lieth,” ete. 

Tt is necessary that all deeds, to be valid as against creditors or pur- 
chasers for value, ete., shall be proved in some of the modes prescribed 
by law and registered as prescribed. One of the modes is found in | 
section 1250 of The Code, and is as follows: “Where the acknowledgment 
or proof of any deed or other instrument is taken or made in the manner 
directed by the laws of this State before any commissioner of affidavits 
- for the State of North Carolina, appointed by the Governor thereof, in 
any of the states or territories of the United States or in the District 
of Columbia, and where such acknowledgment or proof is certified by 

such commissioner, the clerk of the Superior Court having juris- 
( 47) diction, upon the same being exhibited to him, shall ajudge such 
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deed or other instrument to be duly acknowledged or proved in the same 
manner as if made or taken before him.” 

‘It is insisted by the appellees that the deed in question was proved in 
compliance with this section before a commissioner of affidavits, and 
that the adjudication of the clerk is only directory and not an essential 
prerequisite to registration, and that, having been registered upon the 
certificate of the commissioner, though without any adjudication and 
order of registration by the clerk, it is valid, and the purpose of regis- 
tration being to give notice, the spirit and purpose of the law is fully 
met. We are referred to a number of cases (Young v. Jackson, 92 N. C., 
144; Holmes v. Marshall, 72 N. C., 37, and other cases) in which it was 
held that “the provisions requiring the certificate of probate by the 
probate judge of a county other than that of registration to be passed on 
by probate judge (the clerk) of the county of registration, is directory, 
and that a registration upon a probate which has not been so passed on is 
not void.” The analogy between those cases and that before us is lost 
in the fact that the functions of the clerk are broader than those of the 
commissioner. He not only takes the proof or acknowledgment, but 
adjudges the fact “of due execution,’ whereas the commissioner of 
affidavits, and perhaps others, only take and certify the acknowledgment 
or proof. | 

“Probate of a deed is taken,” says Pearson, J., in Simmons v. Gholson, 
5 Jones, 401, “by hearing the evidence touching the execution; 7. e., the 
testimony of witnesses or the acknowledgment of the party, and from » 
that evidence adjudging the fact of its execution. 

“Where the evidence is offered to the court the entire peobaes is taken | 
by it, but where the agency of a commissioner is resorted to, a part of 
the probate, 2. @., hearing the evidence, is taken by him and certified to 
the court, and thereupon the probate is perfected by an adjudica- 
tion, that the certificate is in due form and that the fact of the ( 48) 
execution of the deed is established by the evidence so certified.” 

In cases of probate before clerks who can both, take the evidence and 
adjudicate the. fact, it has been held that, though it ought not to be 
omitted, the fiat of the clerk of the county of registration is not an abso- 
lute prerequisite to a valid registration, but the validity of the registra- 
tion in such cases rests upon the fact that there has been an adjudica- 
tion of “due execution” by an officer competent to both hear evidence 
and adjudicate. 

The register has no authority to put the deca upon his books unless 
proved and so adjudged in some one of the modes prescribed by the 
statute. “The probate is his warrant for doing so,” and if registered 
without this warrant it does not create such an equity in the mortgagee 
or trustee as to affect creditors or subsequent purchasers for value. 
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It was so adjudged in Todd v. Outlaw, 79 N. C., 235, and we refer to 
that case and the authorities there cited. 

We conclude that the deed from Etheridge and wife to Brinkley was 
registered without proper warrant therefor, and that such registration 
did not give it validity as against the plaintiff, who was a creditor. 

This renders it a le for us to consider the second point made 
by the appellant. 

There is no error, 


Cited: Devereux v. McMahon, 102 N. C., 289; Buggy Co. v. Pegram, 
ibid., 544; White v. Connelly, 105 N. C., 68, 69; Duke v. Markham, 
ibid., 188; Lewis v. Roper, 109 N. C., 20; Johnson v. Lumber Co., 147 
N. C., 250; Cozad v. McAden, 148 N. C., 12; 8S. v. Kneght, 169 N. C.,, 
344; Fibre Co. v. Cozad, 183 N. C., 604; McClure v. Crow, 196 N. C., 
660. 


( 49 ) 


E. M. SHORT v. W. A. BLOUNT. 
Bill of Hxchange—Order—Draft—aA ceeptance—Contract. 


Where upon the presentation of an order for the payment of money the 
drawee declined to accept it, alleging that the drawer had overdrawn, but 
retained the order, and subsequently said, “I think there will be money 
enough—it will be all right—I will pay it,’ but there was no written 
acceptance: Held, that this conduct amounted to an acceptance in law. 


Civit action, tried at February Term, 1887, before Avery, J., of 
Bravrort Superior Court. 

This action began before a justice of peace to recover the money 
specified in the order sued upon, of which the following 18 & COpy: 


“90 Apri, 1885. 
“Dr, W. A. Blount will ae pay E. M. Short $58.55 for value re- 
ceived, and oblige. J. KE. Lorpuey.” 


It is alleged that the defendant, on whom the order was drawn, ver- 
bally accepted and agreed to pay the same. 
This the defendant denied. 
The justice of the peace gave judgment in favor of the defendant, and 
the plaintiff appealed to the Superior Court. 
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In the latter court, on the trial, it was in evidence that the firm of 
Lordley & Gardner, contractors, had contracted in writing to furnish all 
material at their own expense and build and complete a house for de- 
fendant; that defendant was to pay so much therefor at different stages 
of the work, if done as per contract and completed; that this order was 
drawn and given to Short by Lordley for material Lordley & Gardner 
used in the building. 

E. M. Short testified that he presented the order and defendant ( 50 ) 
would not pay it, complaining that contractors had overdrawn 
and there was not that due them; and they were not progressing and 
doing their work according to contract, and said, “Let me see Lordley 
first” ; next day defendant told plaintiff that he thought he would have 
to lose $46; about ten days after defendant said to plaintiff, “I think 
there will be money enough to pay you, and it will be all right, and I will 
pay it’; the next Saturday after date of order witness sent Hancock to 
defendant; he did not get the money; some time in July or August de- 
fendant said he could not pay the order; the order was left with de- 
_ fendant by witness when first presented and retained by him, with plain- 
tiff’s consent, until shortly before the magistrate’s trial. 

Hancock testified that at Short’s request he went to see defendant, 
and presented an order for laths for $7, which Short had on defendant, 
and which Short had delivered to Lordley on defendant’s special order; 
that defendant paid this order, and witness asked him about the other 
order, when he said “he would not pay it that afternoon, but tell Short . 
it is all right, and I will pay it,” which reply witness communicated to 
plaintiff. 

This evidence was denied by defendant, who testified that he had no 
funds of Lordley, and that the contractors never completed the contract. 

Plaintiff testified that according to his calculation there ought to have 
been enough money in Blount’s hands to pay the order at its date. The 
plaintiff requested the court to charge the jury: 

“1. If the defendant, on being presented by Hancock, plaintifi’s 
agent, with this draft, conveyed the impression such as to satisfy an 
intelligent man that he would pay this draft, and this order was ncoepted 
by the plaintiff, the defendant is liable. 

“2. If the defendant, the drawee, retained the order or draft (51 ) 
from the day when it was presented, 20 April, 1885, and his acts 
and conduct indicated an intention to comply with the request of drawer; 
or if defendant, by telling plaintiff he would pay it, or by message sent 
by Hancock, justified plaintiff in drawing conclusion that drawee in- 
tended to accept it, should be regarded as an acceptance and defendant 
is lable.” 
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The court declined these instructions and instructed the jury as fol- 
lows: | 

“1. That if the jury believe the testimony of plaintiff, defendant did 
not accept the draft when first presented and the only question arising — 
out of his testimony is whether on the next day the defendant said to 
plaintiff (as testified by plaintiff) ‘I think there will be money enough 
to pay it, and it will be all right, and I will pay it,’ and whether if he 
did use those words it amounted in law to an acceptance. The court 
holds this language is too uncertain and equivocal to amount to an 
acceptance. The court also instructs you— 

“9, That the language alleged to have been used by defendant when 
plaintiff’s agent, Hancock, demanded payment of the order, to wit: ‘I 
cannot pay it (meaning the order sued on), but tell Mr. ‘Short (the 
plaintiff) that it is all right, and I will pay it,’ does not amount to an 
acceptance in law on the part of the defendant.” 

Plaintiff excepted to the refusal of the court to instruct the jury as 
requested, and to the instructions given in lieu. 

The jury found the issue submitted in favor of defendant. 

There was judgment in favor of defendant, from which plaintiff 
appealed. 


J. H. Smaili for plaintiff. | 
Geo. H. Brown, Jr., for defendant. 


(52) Merron, J., after stating the case: By the acceptance of a 
bill of exchange is meant the act or declaration by which the 

drawee therein named evinces—makes manifest—his assent and agree- 
ment to comply with and be bound by the request and order contained 
in the bill directed to him according to its tenor, if the acceptance be 
absolute. It is in substance an agreement to pay the sum of money 
specified in the bill as therein directed. Chit. on Bills, 281; Story on 
Bills of Ex., sec. 238; 1 Par. on Notes and Bills, 281. 

No particular words or form of words or manner of expression are 
necessary to a valid acceptance, but it should generally be in writing, 
because this is orderly, promotes the convenience of business transac- 
tions, renders them more certain, and facilitates the proof of acceptance. 

Writing, however, is not essential in the absence of statutory legisla- 
tion requiring it; the acceptance may be verbal or in writing; either 
method is valid; but it must appear by express words or reasonable in- 
ference. The intention of the acceptor to pay the bill must clearly 
appear in whatever manner evinced. 

Usually the drawee makes his acceptance by writing his name across 
the face of the bill, and just over it the word “accepted,” but it may be 


68 


N.C] FEBRUARY TERM, 1888. 
SHort v. BLOUNT. 


made by any word or phraseology implying substantially the same thing. 
Any words used by the drawee to the drawer or holder, or the agent of 
either, which by reasonable intendment signify that he honors the bill— 
will pay it—will amount to an acceptance. And though he may not on 
presentment of the bill accept at once, if he afterwards does so, this 
will be sufficient to bind him, although the holder would have the right to 
insist upon prompt acceptance according to the terms of the bill. 

Now if the evidence produced on the trial be accepted as substantially 
true, we think that what the defendant said and did was an acceptance 
of the order in question. He at first, in the month of April, refused to 
pay 1t on the ground that the contractors had “overdrawn”; he 
took the order and kept it until shortly before the action began ( 53 ) 
on 8 August, 1885; he said, having in view some disposition of 
it, “let me see Lardley first.” 

"About ten days after first seeing the order, having it in his possession, 
he said to plaintiff: “I think there will be money enough to pay you, and 
it will be all right, and I will pay it.” Afterwards the plaintiff sent to 
the defendant for the money; it was not paid. After that time the plain- 
tiff again sent his agent, who asked the defendant “about the order”— 
the one in question. The latter said “he would not pay it that afternoon, 
but tell Short (the plaintiff) it is all right, and I will pay it.” The 
_ agent so informed the plaintiff. 

The defendant thus cautiously took ample time to examine the state 
of the drawer’s account with himself, and to determine whether or not he 
would agree to pay the order. 

After such consideration—understanding the whole matter—it must 
fairly be so taken—he said, without qualification, to the plaintiff’s agent: 
“Tell Short it (the order) is all right, and I will pay it.” 

The defendant was fully advised; he must have understood the pur- 
port of his language; it was plain, divect and positive, and an absolute 
promise to pay the order.. He could scarcely have employed more un- 
equivocal or more pertinent words. If he made the promise to pay, he 
accepted the order and impliedly admitted that he had money of the 
drawee to pay it. The promise was to pay the order on the day next 
after the promise; he said he would not pay it the afternoon of the day 
he made it. 

The defendant testified that he did not make the promise last men- 
tioned. Whether he did or not was a question of fact for the jury to 
determine. The court instructed the jury that the promise was not an 
acceptance 1f made. We think it was, if the evidence, taken as a whole, 
were true. | 

There is error, and the plaintiff is entitled to a new trial. 

_ Error. 
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( 54 ) 


HENRY A. WINDLEY anp SAMUEL WINDLEY, EXxecutors or R. C. 
| WINDLEY, v. R. T. BONNER, ADMINISTRATOR, ET AL. 


Assignment—Estoppel—Reurival of Judgment. 


Where the assignee of a judgment which had become dormant instituted in his 
own name, as assignee, proceedings for leave to issue execution, to which 
the defendant was a party but made no opposition, and the leave was 
eranted, the defendant and those claiming under him were concluded by 
those proceedings from denying the assignment. 


_Crvin action, tried before Avery, J., at May Term, 1887, of the Supe- 
rior Court of Bravrort County. | 
The complaint alleges the plaintiff’s testator (who died since the com- 
mencement of this action) to be the owner of a certain judgment recov- 
ered in the Superior Court of Beaufort, at Fall Term, 1869, by Samuel 
Windley, administrator of William S. Cordon, against Benjamin F. 
Tripp and William H. Trip, in the sum of two hundred dollars, with 
interest from 21 May, 1850, and costs, the issue of numerous executions 
to enforce payment thereof; the death of said William H., leaving a will 
in which he devises the land described in the complaint to the defendant, 
Araminta, his widow, with the proviso that she pay all his debts; her 
neglect and refusal to make such payments, and the insufficiency of the 
personal estate in the hands of the defendant, R. T. Bonner, adminis- 
trator with the will annexed, for their discharge, The other defendants 
are the heirs at law of the testator, and the object of the action is, after 
laying off the exemption, to have the excess sold and the proceeds applied 
in discharge of the indebtedness. | 
The answer of the defendants, while admitting many of the plain- 
tiffs’ allegations, sets up divers defenses, and among them denies the 
assignment of the debt due on the judgment, or that the plaintiffs have 
any right or claim thereto if in fact it has any validity. This 
(55) denial of the transfer raises the only issue upon the trial of which 
the alleged erroneous ruling was made, and which alone on the 
plaintiffs’ appeal comes up for review in this Court. In support of their 
claim to the fund the plaintiffs introduced the following documentary 
proofs in the course of the proceedings in the former suit, and the action 
of the court upon them: | 
Samuel Windley, administrator of W. S. Cordon, deceased, having 
filed his petition for the sale of notes, judgment and accounts belonging 
to the estate of said intestate, and it appearing that une said chose in 
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action cannot be collected by due course of law, it is therefore ordered 
by the court that the said administrator advertise and sell said notes 
according to law. 2 March, 1874. 
Geo. L. Winvtey, 
Probate Judge. 


R. C. Wrnpury, Assignee of Samuel Windley, Administrator 
of Wm. S. Cordon, deceased, 
| Wer 
B. F. and W. H. Trier. 


I. R. C. Windley, being duly sworn, deposes and says that he is the 
owner of the above-entitled judgment by purchase at a public sale. 

II. That said judgment was granted at Fall Term, 1869, for $200, 
with interest from 21 May, 1860, and $16.90 costs, and that no part 
thereof, to the best of affiant’s knowledge and belief, has been paid. 

That said judgment is docketed in the Superior Court of Beaufort 
County. R. C. Winder. 


Sworn to and subscribed before me on this 24 July, 1861. 
Jno. G. Brount, Clerk. 


To Wm. H. Tripp, Esa. : | 
Take notice that the undersigned will move the Superior Court (56 ) 
of Beautfort County on the 4th Monday in January, 1876, for 
leave to issue execution in the above-entitled judgment. Said motion 
will be made on the affidavits hereto annexed. 
R. C. Winpiey. 


Executed by del. copy to W. H. Tripp. : 
| | FE. J. Sarcuwe tz, Sheriff. 


It appearing to the court that personal service of the notice herein 
has been served. on W. H. Tripp, and no answer being made, it is, on 
motion, ordered that the plaintiff have leave to issue execution against 
W. H. Tripp i in this action. 7 

W. A. Moorz, Judge. 


The court being of the opinion that ae evidence thus produced was 
not sufficient to support the alleged assignment, the plaintiffs, in defer- 
ence thereto, submitted to a nonsuit and appealed. 


W. B. Rodwan: Jr., and Geo. H. Brown, Jr., for plainteffs. 
C.F. Warren and J. H. Small for defendants. 
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Smiru, C. J., after stating the case: Previous to the recent changes in 
the mode of procedure, the assignee of the subject-matter of the action, 
if capable of legal transfer, could not be substituted in place of the 
plaintiff, and in his own name prosecute the action. If assignable only 
in equity, the action proceeded as if no such transfer had been made, 
but for the use of the assignee. 

It is now otherwise, and by virtue of section 188 of The Code, and as 
a consequence of the union of legal and equitable remedies in a single 

procedure, the action may “be continued in the name of the 
(57) original party,” or by the consent of the court the assignee may 

be substituted in his place. When the substitution is made the 
assignee becomes thenceforth a party to the record, and prosecutes the 
suit upon the same cause of action as succeeding to it. If the plaintiif 
died and the cause of action survived, his personal representative could 
take his place, and the cause was retained in the court for two terms for 
the application to be made. Rev. Code, ch. 1, sec. 1. 

This could be done by the issue of a scire facias at the instance of the 
defendant against or to such representative, or the latter could be a 
a party by motion, as is pointed out and explained by Ruffin, C. J,, 
Borden v. Thorpe, 13 Ived., 298. 

The plaintiff claiming the debt reduced to judgment and unpaid, after 
notice to the administrator of the debtor of his intended motion, and 
upon his own affidavit of the assignment, and without any opposition, 
obtained leave to sue out execution in his own name, as owner of the 
judgment, which order at the same time restored life and activity to the 
dormant judgment. The notice was proper in this case, since the action 
had been prosecuted to judgment, and the defendant is not chargeable 
with knowledge of what transpires afterwards in the proceeding to 
enforce 1t. 

The adjudication upon the plaintifi’s motion by which he is made a 
party plaintiff of record in the action is conclusive of his right to pro- 
ceed, as proposed, in the enforcement of the judgment against the real 
estate, and indeed it is not material to the administrator who receives 
the money, so that the debt is satisfied and the judgment discharged. 
If there has been no transfer, the money may be claimed by the original 
party, but the right cannot be contested by the debtor who has had his 
day in court, and has, by his own negligence, failed to avail himself 
of it. 

There is error, and the judgment is reversed. 

Error. 
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(58) 
D. H. STEVENSON anp H. SLINGHUFF v. THOS. FELTON Ef AL. 
— Appeal—T rial by Jury—Reference—Client and Attorney. 


1. Where the parties to an action have once waived a trial by jury and 
selected another mode of trial, neither can afterwards, as a matter of 
right, demand a jury trial; nor has the court, against the will of either 
party, the discretion to set aside ‘the agreement for a reference. 


2. The consent to waive a jury trial may be made by counsel without special 
authority. 


3. The refusal of the judge to pass upon the report of a referee under a 
consent reference, as also his order, without consent of both parties, 
striking out the reference, is a ruling affecting a substantial right, and 
will be reviewed upon appeal. 


CiviL action, tried before Shipp, J., at February Term, 1888, of 
Wiztson Superior Court. 

In August, 1882, the plaintiffs were partners doing business in the 
city of Baltimore, and on the 23d of that month sold and delivered to the 
defendants Felton & Searboro goods and merchandise to the amount of 
$518.05, which sum they promised to pay, but no part of which has been 
paid. é 

On 21 December, 1882, the defendants Felton & Scarboro made an 
assignment to the defendant Woodard of their entire stock of goods, etce., 
in trust to pay the debts of the firm, which are divided into two classes, 
the debt due to the plaintiffs being in the second or unpreferred class. | 

On the same day the defendant Felton conveyed to the defendant 
Woodard his entire real and personal estate to be held by him in trust 
for the wife of the said Felton, in the manner stated in the said deed, 
which is set out in the pleading. 

The plaintiffs allege that the defendant Scarboro has no estate what- 
ever, and that the deed executed by Felton to Woodard, trustee, etc., was 
made by him with the purpose and intent “to put his said prop- | 
erty beyond the reach of his creditors and enjoy the same for his ( 59 ) 
own use and comfort,” and they ask judgment for the amount due 
to them, ete., and among other things that the deed from Felton to 
Woodard, trustee, be declared fraudulent and void as to them, ete. 

The defendants answer admitting the debt, and that it has not been 
paid, but denying the other allegations of the complaint, and averring 
the bona fides of the deed of trust and setting out in ee the con- 
sideration upon which it was made. 
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At Fall Term, 1886, the following order, signed by counsel for plain- 
tiffs and defendants, was made: 

“By consent of counsel this cause is referred to W. R. Allen to decide 
all issues therein under the Code.” 

At the Fall Term, 1887, the referee filed his report and the defendants 
filed a number of exceptions thereto, all of which appear in the record. 

The plaintiffy’ motion was that the report of the referee be confirmed. 
The court expressed the opinion that the pleadings raised issues involv- 
ing questions of fraud, and that the cause was improperly referred, and 
thereupon denied the motion, declined to pass upon the exceptions and 
rendered the following iidgment: | 

“This cause coming on to be heard upon the report of the referee, and 
the court being unwilling to proceed to judgment upon the report, denied 
a motion to confirm said report, and ordered and adjudged, upon motion 
of John E. Woodard, counsel for the defendants, that the order of refer- 
ence heretofore made be stricken out, and that issues be formulated from 
the pleadings, to be submitted to a jury.” 

The plaintiffs excepted for that: | 

“1, The court committed error in denying the motion to confirm the 
report. 

“2, The court committed error in declining to hear, pass upon and 

overrule the exceptions filed by the defendants. 
(60) “8. The court committed error in striking out the consent 
reference heretofore made in this cause, and submitting the cause 
toa jury. 

“4.°The court committed error in holding that there were any issues 
to be submitted to a jury, whereas it appeared by the report of the 
referee that the defendants demurred to the plaintifi’s evidence, and 
thereby no ‘questions of fact were raised. 

“5, The court committed error in declining - hold that, upon the 
testimony, the plaintiffs were entitled to recover.” 

Exceptions overruled. Plaintiffs appealed. 


F, A. Wooward for plaintifis. 
No counsel for defendants. 


Davis, J., after stating the case: Section 420 of The Code provides 
that “all or any of the issues in the action, whether of fact or of law, or 
both, may be referred upon the written consent of the parties, except in 
actions to annul a marriage or for divorce and separation.” 

This action does not come within either of the exceptions. It was 
referred “by consent” in writing, signed by the counsel of plaintiffs and 
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defendants, and there is nothing in the character of the action or of the 
issues involved to invalidate the reference. We are not aware of any 
case in which a reference under The Code was held to be improper 
because questions of fraud might be involved. 

Many such references have been made and questions of fraud passed 
upon by the referee without objection on that account, and notably the 
case of Young v. Lathrop, 67 N. C., 63, cited by counsel. 

If objected that the reference was by the “written consent” of counsel 
and not of the parties, it is fully met by Morris v. Greer, 76 N. C., 410, 
and the cases there cited, in which it is said “it is believed to be the 
practice throughout the union for suits to be referred by consent of 
counsel without special authority.” 

Parties litigant have the constitutional right (Art. IV, sec. 13 ( 61 ) 
of the Constitution), to waive trial of issues of fact by a jury, 
and when, by consent, they have waived a trial by jury and selected 
another mode of trial (and a reference by consent is such a waiver) 
neither party can afterwards demand a jury trial as a matter of right, 
nor has the judge the power, at his discretion and against the will of 
either party, to set aside, or strike out, or discontinue an order of refer- 
ence entered by the written consent of the parties. An order of reference 
once properly made by the written consent of the parties cannot be 
revoked or vacated at the instance of one. Either party has a right to 
have the order carried into effect and complied with by a full report of 
the referee, and further action by the court can only be had upon such 
report. Perry v. Tupper, 77 N. C., 418; Flemming v. Roberts, 77 N. C., 
415; White v. Utley, 86 N. C., 415; McEHachern v. Kerchner, 90 N. C., 
177; Harris v. Shaffer, 92 N. C., 30; and many similar cases. 

The court below erred in declining to hear and pass upon the excep- 
tions filed to the report of the referee and in striking out the order of 
reference and directing that issues be formulated to be submitted to the 
_ ‘jury. 

The report of the referee and the exceptions thereto are not now 
properly before us. The appeal, though not from a final judgment, was 
from a ruling affecting the substantial rights of the parties, and is 
clearly within the principle laid down in Grant v. Reese, 82°N. C., 72. 

There is error, and this must be certified to the end that the cause may 
be properly proceeded with below. | 

Error. 


Otted: White v. Morris, 107 N. C., 101; Deaver v. Jones, 114 N. C., 
652; Lumber Co. v. Lumber Co., 1387 N. C., 438. 


75 


IN THE SUPREME COURT. | 99 


R. R. v, Lewis. 


( 62 ) 


‘THE RALEIGH & GASTON RAILROAD COMPANY vy. RB. a: LEWIS, 
SHERIFF OF Halifax CouNTY. 


Constitution—Injunc tion —Taces—Statute. 


The act of the General Assembly (chapter 187, section 84, Laws 1887), for- 
pidding the granting of injunctions to restrain the collection of any tax, 
unless such tax is levied for an illegal or unauthorized purpose, does not 
conflict with either the Federal or State Constitutions. 


Tu1s was an application for an injunction, made in an action pending 
in Harirax Superior Court, and heard before Graves, J., on the ........ 
day of January, 1888. _ 

The defendant, who, as sheriff, is tax collector of the county of Hali- 
fax, having in his hands the tax list of 1887 , in which the plaintiff is 
. charged with a tax of $23.40, assessed on lots of land belonging to the 
company, and necessary in the prosecution of its business, proceeded 
after a levy upon them to advertise a sale for the payment thereof, the - 
plaintiff having refused to acknowledge its liability, whereupon this 
action was brought to restrain the defendant from so doing. 

The complaint insists upon the exemption of the lots under a clause 
in the charter of the plaintiff, the scope and extent of which has been 
passed upon and the exemption adjudged by the Supreme Court of the 
United States in R. R. v. Reed, 138 Wall, 264, reversing the contrary 
ruling by this Court, found in 64 N. C., 155, and followed by the recog- 
nition of such nonliability in R. Rk. v. Commissioners, 87 N. C., 414. 

No answer was put in, and a demand having been made for a restrain- 
ing order and refused, the plaintiff appealed. 


W. H. Day for plaintiff. 
No counsel for defendant. 


(63) Smuitu, C. J., after stating the case: The ruling of the Court 
is predicated on the Act of 1887, ch. 137, sec. 84, which is in these 
words, so far as applicable to the matter in dispute: 

“No injunction shall be granted by any court or judge in this State 
to restrain the collection of any tax or any part thereof, hereafter levied, 
nor to restrain the sale of any property for the nonpayment of any such 
tax, except such tax or the part thereof enjoined be levied or assessed 
for an illegal or unauthorized purpose, nor shall any person be permitted 
to recover by claim and delivery or other process, any property taken or 
distrained by the sheriff, or any tax collector, for the nonpayment of any 
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tax except such tax be levied or assessed for an illegal or unauthorized 
purpose; but in every such case, the person or persons claiming any tax 
or any part thereof, to be for any reason invalid, or that the valuation 
of his property is excessive or unequal, who shall pay the same to the 
tax collector or other proper authority in all respects as though the same 
was legal and valid, such person may at any time within 30 days after 
such payment demand the same in writing from the Treasurer of the 
State or of the county, city or town for the benefit, or under the author- 
ity, or by the request of which the same was levied; and if the same shall 
not be refunded within 90 days thereafter, may sue such county, city or 
town for the amount so demanded, including in his suit against the 
county both State and county tax,” etc. 

~The statute in terms applies to all taxes, and bears upon its face no 
indication of a purpose to shield a tax debtor from his liability as such, 
but to free the process of collection from unavoidable embarrasements 
so injurious to government both State, county and municipal. It is 
obvious that a suit at the instance of all taxpayers, as a class, to restrain 
the collection of a particular general tax might result in great 
inconvenience to the public in the deprivation of the means of ( 64 ) 
carrying it on. 

In Huggins v. Hinson, Phil., 126, the action was in the nature of an 
assumpsit for money received by the sheriff upon a tax list in his hands 
which the plaintiff was forced to pay, and in Gore v. Mastin, 66 N. C., 
371, the action was in trespass for the seizure and sale of a mule, the 
tax in both cases being charged to be illegal, and it was decided that in 
neither form of proceeding could a recovery be had, inasmuch as the tax — 
list was in legal effect an execution supported by a judgment, and in the 
_ former case that the remedy was to be sought in an application to the 
County Court. To the same effect are S. v. Lutz, 65 N. C., 503, and 
Mulford v. Sutton, 79 N. C., 276. 

The authorities are Seer as to the right of a taxpayer, wrongfully 
assessed, to the remedy by injunction against the enforcement of the.tax, 
the general rule being, according to Mr. High in his work on Injunctions, 
sec. 35, that “Equity will not interfere to restrain a tax which is illegal 
or void, merely because of its illegality, but there must be some special 
circumstances attending the injury threatened to distinguish it from a 
mere trespass, and thus bring the case within some recognized head of 
Equity jurisprudence; otherwise, the person aggrieved will be left to his 
remedy at law.” 

In Worth v. Conmissonens in Winston’s Eq., 70, while admitting 
that relief by injunction may be had against an unlawful tax imposed by 
a municipal corporation (and this was conceded to be the law in London 
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v. Wilmington, 78 N. C., 109), the Chief Justice questions the propriety 
of a resort to such process when a county or State tax is in process of 
collection, and remarks that “an injunction against tax collectors, the 
effect of which is to stop all collections, might seriously obstruct the 
operations of the government,” etc., adding thereto very forcible reasons 
against the practice, and practical difficulties hard to overcome in the 
enforcement of the order. 
(65) All these considerations tend in the direction of the statute 
which expressly forbids the issue of an injunction to arrest the 
collection of taxes, and remits the party to the remedy which it points 
out by a demand upon the State or county treasurer to refund, and upon 
refusal gives him an action against the county, city, or town to recover 
the taxes respectively received, and against the county for its own, and 
the illegal taxes exacted by the State. As there are ample means of 
redress provided for remedying the wrong, the statute does not contra- 
vene the provisions of the Federal or our own Constitution, while it 
obviates the mischiefs resulting from an interference with the collector. 
The injury is not irreparable, for the payment of the small tax ex- 
onerates the property and gives the taxpayer recourse to those into whose 
treasuries the money has passed for refunding the money. This is in 
the line of former adjudications, and we sustain the refusal of the court 
to grant the motion in the face of the prohibitory statute. 
Affirmed. 


Cited: Mace v. Commissioners, post, 66; Mathews v. Commissioners, 
post, 70; R. R. v, Reidsville, 109 N. C., 499; Guilford v. Georgia Co., 
112 N. C., 36; Ragan v. Doughton, 192 N. C., 501. 


F, BORDEN MACE v. THE COMMISSIONERS any SHERIFF OF 
CARTERET COUNTY. 


Constetution—T axation—Pleading—Statute—Injunction. 


1. An injunction to restrain the collection of taxes, which it is alleged, are 
levied for an unlawful or unauthorized purpose, will not be granted unless 
the facts are fully set forth from which the court can determine the char- 
acter or object for which they are levied. A general allegation that the 
purpose was illegal or unauthorized, or that the assessment was in excess 
of the constitutional limitations, is insufficient. 
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2. The prohibition against granting injunctions to restrain the collection of 
taxes, in chapter 137, section 84, Laws 1887, embraces those cases where 
it is alleged the tax is in excess of the constitutional limitations. 


Crvin ACTION pending in Carteret County, and heard upon ( 66 ) 
motion for an injunction before Philips, J., at Chambers in © 
Kinston on 16 November, 1887, brought by the plaintiff in behalf of 
himself and all other taxpayers, etc., to restrain and prevent the collec-. 
tion of certain taxes which are alleged in the complaint to be in excess 
of the taxes allowed by the Constitution and laws of the State to be 
levied for State and county purposes; and it is further so alleged that 
such taxes in excess were “levied for an illegal or unauthorized purpose.” 

The answer denies that the taxes complained of are illegal, and that 
the same are “levied for an illegal or unauthorized purpose.” 

A restraining order was granted by a judge at Chambers, but after- 
wards, upon hearing a motion for an injunction pending the action until 
the hearing upon the merits, the restraining order was dissolved, and the 
_ motion was denied. 

From the judgment in this respect the plaintiff appealed to this 
Court. 


W. &. Allen for plaanteff. 
Clement Manly for defendants. 


Merrmmon, J. The tax levy complained of was for the ordinary — 
county purposes of the county of Carteret, and we are unable to distin- 
guish this case from that of the R. R. v. Lewis, decided at the present 
term, in which the statute (Acts 1887, ch. 137, sec. 84), is construed and 
applied, and it is held that an injunction to restrain the collection of 
taxes cannot be granted except to restrain the collection of taxes “levied 
for or assessed for an illegal or unauthorized purpose.” That case is 
directly in point, and must be decisive of this. 

It is alleged in the complaint in general terms that the taxes, ( 67 ) 
_ the collection of which is sought to be restrained, were “levied for 
an illegal or unauthorized purpose”; but this is wholly insufficient. The 
constituent facts necessary to complete and show the alleged “illegal or 
unauthorized purpose,” must be alleged in the pleading, so that the court 
can see from it what the purpose is and determine its character. The 
facts being alleged, it is the province of the court to determine whether 
or not the purpose is “illegal or unauthorized.” 

The learned counsel for the appellant contended on the argument that 
it appears from the pleadings that the tax levy was in excess of the 
limitations prescribed by the Constitution, and that the exceptive words, 
“except such tax or the part thereof enjoined be levied or assessed for an 
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illegal or unauthorized purpose,” of the statute above cited, are broad © 
enough to embrace, and do embrace, all taxes levied in excess of the con-. 
stitutional limitation, or in any way illegally levied. This interpreta- 
tion cannot be allowed. It would practically render the statute nugatory. 
It is seldom that the collection of taxes is resisted upon grounds other 
than that the levy of the same was in some way illegal. The exceptive 
words apply not to the levy or illegal levy of the taxes, but to the “illegal 
or unauthorized” purpose of the levy. The collection of taxes shall not 
be interfered with, by injunction, unless the purpose of the same be 
“iWegal or unauthorized.” 
- In Worth v. Commissioners, Winst. Eq., 70, this Court expressed some 
doubt as to the authority of a Court of Equity to restrain the collection 
of State and county taxes by injunction. The Legislature, acting, no 
doubt, upon the doubt thus expressed, expressly provided by statute 
(Acts 1885, ch. 32, sec. 1), “That the writ of injunction shall be allowed 
under the usual rules in all cases against the collection of so much of 
said taxes (public taxes) as may appear to have been legally 
( 68 ) imposed or assessed.” The authority thus conferred upon Courts 
of Equity was general and comprehensive, and was fully exer- 
cised until the enactment first above cited, which provides broadly that 
“No injunction shall be granted by any court or judge in this State to 
restrain the collection of any tax or any part thereof hereafter levied, nor 
to restrain the sale of any property for the nonpayment of any such tax, 
except such tax or the part thereof enjoined be levied or assessed for an 
illegal or unauthorized purpose,” etc. Plainly this prohibition extends 
to all taxes, however levied for lawful purposes, the general purpose 
being to prevent the interference of the courts by injunction with the 
collection of such taxes. The power of the government to raise revenue 
promptly and without judicial interference is very great, and its con- 
tinued wants and necessities that require money to meet them are cor- 
respondingly great. It is deemed better that the individual taxpayer 
shall suifer occasional temporary inconvenience than that the adminis- 
tration of government shall be impeded or embarrassed to the general 
detriment of the people; and this is the more tolerable when a means is . 
provided, as is done by the statute last mentioned, whereby unlawful ex- 
actions shall be returned to the taxpayer. 
_ But such restrictions upon the authority of the courts is not absolute. 
It frequently happens, especially of late years, that taxes are levied for 
particular purposes, and the legality of these is sometimes very question- 
able. Where taxes are levied for such illegal purposes the courts may 
interfere to prevent the collection of them by injunction, the reason as to 
the exception as to them being that such limited interference will not 


80 


N.C]. _ FEBRUARY TERM, 1888. 
MATHEWS ¥v. COMMISSIONERS. 


likely materially prevent the collection of the public revenues. It is 
not probable that taxes will be levied for illegal or unauthorized pur- 
poses. 

It was argued by the counsel for the appellant that the words, “levied 
for an illegal or unauthorized purpose,” as used in the eighty-fifth © 
section of the statute first above cited, tends to support his con- 
tention that if the tax levy was illegal the court might grant ( 69 ) 
relief by injunction. This is a misapprehension. The words as 
there employed are intended to enable the taxpayer to have returned to 
him the money he may have paid in discharge of taxes “levied for an 
illegal or unauthorized purpose.” It might be that a taxpayer could 
not, for some reason, invoke the interference of the court in such a case, 
and would pay the taxes demanded from him for such purpose. If so, 
the money so paid shall be returned to him upon. proper application, as 
in other cases provided for in the statute. 

Affirmed. 


Cited: Mathews v. Commissioners, post, 70; R. R. v. Readsville, 109 
N. C., 499; Ragan v. Doughton, 192 N. C., 501. 


JAMES L. MATHEWS er at. v. COMMISSIONERS OF SAMPSON 
COUNTY Er At. 


This case is controlled by the principle announced in R. R. v. Lewis, ante, 62, 
and Mace v. Commissioners, ante, 65. 


Tuis was an action to restrain the collection of taxes, heard upon 
motion for injunction before Philips, J., at Fall Term, 1887, of Sampson 
Superior Court. | 

The plaintiffs are taxpayers of Clinton Township in the county of 
Sampson, and they bring this action to restrain and prevent by injunc- 
tion the collection of certain taxes levied by the defendants, commission- 
ers of that county, and about to be collected by the defendant sheriff 
thereof, alleged for sundry causes stated in the complaint to be illegal, 
and to have been illegally levied. A judge at Chambers granted an 
injunction pending the action, until the hearing upon the merits, | 
and the defendants having excepted, appealed to this Court. ( 70 ) 


W. Rk. Allen and W. S. Thompson for plaintiffs. 
Geo. Davis for defendants. 
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Merrzimon, J. It is alleged in the complaint that the taxes complained 
of were, for numerous causes stated, levied illegally, but it is not alleged 
or contended that they were “Jevied or assessed for an illegal or unau- 
thorized purpose.” | 

Indeed, so far as appears, the purpose was a proper and lawful one. 
The court therefore had no authority to grant relief by injunction, as 
has been expressly decided in R&R. R. v. Lewis, ante, 62, and Mace v. 
Commissioners, ante, 65. This case is in all material respects like and 
must be governed by those cases. : 

There is error in that the court granted the injunction. 

Let this be certified to the Superior Court, to the end that further pro- 
ceedings may be had in the action according to law. 

Error. 


GEORGE E. WORTHAM y. A. M. BASKET anp JOSEPH BASKET. 


Execution and Judicial Sales—Statutes—Terms of Court. 


1. A sale of real property under execution or by order of the courts must be 
made at the times and places prescribed by the statute (The Code, secs. 
454-472), and if not so made they are void, unless the debtor in good faith, 
at the time of the sale, waives a compliance with the statutory require- 
ments in these respects. 


2. Where there are several statutes relating to the same subject, as here, 
regulating the terms of the Superior Courts, they will be so interpreted, if 
possible, as to secure harmony in their operation and effectuate the gen- 
eral purpose of the legislation. 


(71) Tus is a civil action to recover land, and was tried before 
Shepp, J., at Fall Term, 1887, of Vance Superior Court. 

Issues of fact having been raised by the pleadings, putting directly 
in question the plaintiff’s title, he put in evidence and relied upon a deed 
of conveyance executed to him by the sheriff of the county of Vance, 
dated 2 July, 1883, purporting to convey to him the land in question in 
pursuance of a sale thereof made by that sheriff under and by virtue of 
an execution issuing from the Superior Court of the county named, 
commanding a sale of the land. The defendant objected to the admis- 
sion of this deed in evidence, upon the alleged ground, among others, 
that it was void, “because the sale at which plaintiff purehased, and 
under which the deed was executed, was made on the first Monday in 
June, 1883, and that a regular term of the Superior Court of Vance 
County was held during that month, to wit, on the second Monday, and 
that the sale could only be made during the first three days of the term.” 
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The court overruled the objection, and this is assigned as error. There 
was a verdict and judgment for the plaintiff, and the defendant appealed 
to this Court. | | 


W. H. Cheek, J. B. Batchelor and John Devereux, Jr., for plainteff. 
T. M. Pottman for defendants. 


Mrrrimon, J., after stating the case: It is the just purpose of the 
statute (The Code, secs. 454-472), regulating sales of real property 
under execution or by order of court, that they shall be made at pre- 
scribed times and places so that all persons may know when and where 
to attend to purchase such property to be sold. The time and 
place of such sales are fixed by law and every one takes notice of ( 72 ) 
this. A principal object is to secure as far as practicable a fair, 
open, public sale, and thus multiply and encourage bidders and promote 
the interests of those persons interested in having the property sell for a 
fair price. There are other minor details prescribed by the statute, in- 
tended to promote the same end that are mainly directory to the sheriff, 
which he omits to observe at his peril, but the time and place are estab- 
lished by it, and a due observance of them is essential to the validity of 
the sale, and also, the deed executed by the sheriff to the purchaser in 
pursuance of it. So that such a sale made at a place or time, not pre- 
scribed by law, and a deed of the sheriff executed in pursuance thereof to 
the purchaser, are inoperative and void, unless in possible cases when 
the execution debtor by his assent in good faith at the time of sale waives 
the statutory requirements. The language of the statute (section 454) 
is mandatory, and any interpretation of it other than that we have given 
would destroy its efficiency and defeat in large measure the salutary ends 
intended to be accomplished by it. Mayers v. Carter, 87 N. C., 146, and 
numerous cases there cited. 

Hence our opinion in the case before us is, that the supposed sale under 
the execution mentioned, and the deed executed in pursuance of it by the 
sheriff to the plaintiff, by virtue of which the latter derives title to the 
land in question, are inoperative and void. 

The statute (Acts 1876-77, ch. 216, sec. 2) regulating such sales, in 
force at the time of the sale in question, provided “That sheriffs and 
other public officers selling real estate under execution shall sell the same 
at the courthouse of the county in which the property or some part 
thereof is situate, on the first Monday in every month, except the month 
in which the Superior Court is held therein; then the sales shall be made 
during the first three days of the court.” The sale in question 
was made at the courthouse on the first Monday in June, 1883. ( 73 ) 
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But that was not a sale day for such sales in that month as pre- | 
scribed by the statutory provision just cited, because “the Superior Court 
is (was) held” in that, Vance County, the second Monday in that month, 
and the sale should have been made on that Monday, or “during the first 
three days of the court.” The sale was, therefore, unlawful and void. 

The counsel of the appellee contended on the argument here, that the 
Superior Court of Vance County could not properly and lawfully be 
held on the second Monday of June, 1883, but it should lawfully have 
been held on the first Monday of that month, and nothing appearing in 
the record to the contrary, it must be taken that it was then held, because 
the statute (Acts 1879, ch. 58, sec. 1) then in force, provided that “Rock- 
ingham (Superior Court should be held on the) twelfth Monday after 
the first Monday of March and September,” and the statute (Acts 1881, 
ch, 113, sec. 7) creating Vance County, provided that “the judge of the 
Superior Court in and for the Fifth Judicial District shall hold the 
_ Superior Court for said (Vance) county, for one week, commencing the 
Mondays after the termination of the Spring and Fall Terms of said 
- court in Rockingham County in each and every year,” etc. The conten- 
tlon is, that the terms of the Superior Court of Rockingham County 
under the statute continued but one, and not two weeks, and therefore, 
the Superior Court of Vance County could be lawfully held only on the 
first and not the second Monday of June, 1883, thus giving effect to the 
sale and deed in question. 

The several statutory provisions bearing upon this contention are not 
very clear as to their meaning, but we think, fairly interpreted, they 
imply with sufficient certainty that the terms of the Superior Courts of 
Rockingham County embraced two weeks, and that the terms of the 
Superior Court of Viance County began on the second Monday after the 

like terms began in Rockingham County. 
(74) The first statutory provision (Bat. Rev., ch. 17, sec. 11) ap- 

plicable, is a general one of the Code of Civil Procedure, regu- 
lating the times of holding the Superior Courts of the State. Subse- 
quent enactments, presently to be referred to, repealed it in some respects, 
modified it in others, and left it operative as to others. It provided that 
“The terms of the several Superior Courts of this State shall begin in 
each year, at the times herein stated, and shall continue to be held for 
two weeks (Sundays and legal holidays excepted), unless the business 
be sooner disposed of.” The times of holding the courts of each circuit 
was then so arranged as to give each in succession a term of two weeks. 

Afterwards a general statute (Acts 1876-77, ch. 255) on the same 
subject was enacted, and, among other things, it provided that “the Su- 
perior Courts in the several counties shall be opened and held at the 
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times hereinafter expressed, and each court shall continue in session one 
week, or two weeks, as the case may require, and this act will allow, 
unless the business thereof be sooner disposed of,” etc. The regulation 
as to time was then so arranged as to allow some counties one week and 
others two weeks terms; and the courts of Rockingham County were 
arranged to be the last of the Fifth Judicial District, so that the statute 
would allow the terms of this Court to continue for two weeks as pro- 
vided by the statute (Bat. Rev., ch. 17, sec. 11) above cited. This statute 
was not expressly repealed—it was repealed i In some respects, modified 
in others, and left operative in others by implication arising from pro- 
visions inconsistent with it to some extent in statutes subsequently 
enacted. Indeed, it seems that the purpose of the Legislature in subse- 
quent legislation on the subject was to leave it operative, unless repealed 
by subsequent inconsistent enactments. Hence the provision, “each 
court shall continue in session one week, or two weeks, as the case 
may require, and this act will allow.” Otherwise, the time of ( 75 ) 
holding many of the courts must have been left in doubt, uncer- 
tainty and confusion. It is not to be presumed that the Legislature i in- 
tended such unreasonable and injurious results to come about, nor can 
several statutes on the same subject be so construed as to allow of such 
results, when a different construction can reasonably be given that serves 
the general purpose of the legislation. In such case, the several statutes 
must be construed together, and their various parts and provisions so 
interpreted, if this can reasonably be done, as to produce consistency 
and effectuate the intent appearing. The first of the two last mentioned 
statutes gave the county of Rockingham a two weeks term of the Supe- 
rior Court; the second one did not in terms abridge that term, nor do we 
think it did by reasonable implication—it did not necessarily, nor does 
any purpose to have it do so appear. The terms of the courts of some 
counties, in the arrangement as to time, were cut down to one week, but 
nothing appears in terms or by implication to show such purpose as to 
Rockingham County. The reasonable inference is, there was no such 
purpose. 

Another subsequent statute (Acts 1879, ch. 58) was enacted, changing 
- the times for holding the courts of the Fifth Judicial District, but it 
contains no provision inconsistent with the interpretation of the statutes 
we have already given, and we need not advert to it ener here. 

The appellant is entitled to a new trial. 

Error. 


Cited: Lowdermulk v. peony 101 N. C., 650; McNeill v. McDuffie, 
119 N. ©., 339; S. v. Patterson, 184 N. C., 620; Palmer v. Latham, 178 
NiO, 61. 
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( 76 ) 
F, R. KNOTT y. N. H. WHITFIELD. 


Evidence—Payment—Burden of Proof—Contract. 


The defendant being indebted to the plaintiff, gave an order on M. for the 
amount. The plaintiff swore that he received the order with the under- 
standing that it should be credited only in the event it was paid, while the 
defendant testified that he did not remember any such understanding. 
The plaintiff sent the order by another person to M. with instructions to 
bring it back if it was not paid. M. accepted it, but refused to return it, 
saying the plaintiff was indebted to him: Held, 


1. There was some evidence to go to the jury that the plaintiff accepted the 
order as a payment. 


2. That it was the duty of the plaintiff to seopely present the order and if 
then payment was refused he might look to the drawer. 


3. That whether M.’s conduct was justifiable was a question between him and 
the plaintiff, and could not affect the defendant. 


4, That under the circumstances of this case it was not error to instruct the 
jury that the burden was on the plaintiff to make out his case by a pre- 
ponderance of the evidence. 


Tuts was a civil action, originally commenced in Granvitte County, 
before a justice of the peace and carried by appeal to the Superior Court, 
where it was tried before Philips, J., at May Term, 1887. 

There was judgment for the defendant, from which the plaintiff 
appealed. 

The facts are stated in the opinion. 


Robert W. Winston filed a brief for plaintiff. 
No counsel for defendant. 


Davis, J. The plaintiff alleged that the defendant was indebted to 

him in the sum of twenty-three dollars as a balance due on a bond for 
$95, secured by a mortgage. 

(77) The defendant claimed a credit of $22.50, alleged to have been 
paid in an order on McGuire & Bryan for that amount, which 

was accepted by the plaintiff. 

There was evidence on the part of the plaintiff vending to show that 
the defendant gave the plaintiff the order, but that it was received with 
the understanding that if paid by McGuire & Bryan it would be credited 
on defendant’s bond; that the plaintiff sent the order to McGuire by a 
boy, with instructions to bring it back if not paid, and that the boy 
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handed the order to McGuire, who refused to give it backs Bays that 
“Knott owed him and he was going to hold the order.” 

There was evidence on the part of the defendant tending to sive that 
he gave the order for $22.50 to the plaintiff in payment of the bond, and 
the plaintiff took it and went off with it; that the order was sent to 
McGuire by a boy, and that McGuire accepted it and put it in his — 
pocket, and sent a message by the boy to the plaintiff that he would 
settle with him that evening or pay it; that plaintiff went to McGuire 
for a settlement, when a controversy arose between them as to the state 
of their accounts, and upon disagreement plaintiff refused to settle with 
McGuire, and said that he would warrant the defendant on his bond. 
Plaintiff did not tell McGuire to credit the amount on his (plaintifi’s) 
account, as testified to by McGuire, “after crediting his account by the 
order he still owed him” (McGuire). As testified to by the plaintiff, 
upon a settlement McGuire would be indebted to him. 

The following issues were submitted to the jury: 

“Ts the defendant indebted to the plaintiff? and if so, in what sum?” 

The answer was, “Fifty cents and interest.” | 

1. Upon the trial “the plaintiff asked the court to charge the jury 
that there was no evidence to go to them that Knott had accepted the 
Whitfield order on McGuire & Bryan as money, or that he agreed 
to eredit the $95 bond by sald order.” This was declined, and ( 78 ) 
plaintiff excepted. 

There was some evidence. ‘The defendant gave the plaintiff the order. 
He says, as stated in the case on appeal, “he (plaintiff) came for money, 
and I gave him the order.” He says that it was in payment, and it was - 
clearly the duty of the plaintiff either to have refused to accept the 
order, or, if accepted conditionally by him, to have presented it for pay- 
ment, and if payment was refused to have returned it to the defendant. 
The evidence was conflicting, and the instruction was properly refused. 

2. The court was asked to charge “that in any aspect of the case the 
plaintiff must recover $23 and interest.” This was declined, and the 
plaintiff excepted. 

~The plaintiff only alleged a balance of $23 to be due. 

The action is for a balance due on the bond, and if the order was ac- 
cepted in payment of that balance the plaintiff should have presented it 
properly for payment, and if protested or payment was refused, he — 
could have then looked to the defendant for payment. 

3. The court was asked to charge “that if McGuire came by the order 
wrongfully, he could not use it without Knott’s authority.” This was 
_ declined, and plaintiff excepted. 

After the order was delivered by the defendant to the plaintiff and 
accepted by him, it passed out of the control of the defendant, and if, 
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withaut any fault of his, a controversy arose between the plaintiff and 
McGuire as to the ownership of the order, we are unable to see how the 
defendant could be affected by it, or why he should be involved in the 
controversy between them. If McGuire had wrongfully gotten posses- . 
sion of the order, the plaintiff should have sought redress against him. 
_ It was not the defendant’s duty, nor do we see how it was in his power, 
to remedy the wrong. Could he charge that it was wrongfully in the. 
possession of McGuire? Or upon settlement, could he resist it as an 
item placed to his debit in his account with McGuire? 
(79) °4, “Among other things the judge charged that in all civil 
cases the plaintiff must make out his case by a preponderance of 
the evidence.” To this the plaintiff excepted and asked his Honor to 
charge that in this case the defendant must establish his contention by a 
preponderance of the evidence. This was denied. Huis Honor recited 
the evidence and charged “if the order was given by Whitfield and 
accepted by Knott with the understanding that it should be credited on 
the bond and after acceptance it was ratified by Knott, then Whitfield 
was entitled to it as a credit; if not, he was not.” Plaintiff excepted. 

Undoubtedly the burden of proving an affirmative defense is on the 
party who makes it. This, as was truly said by counsel for the plaintiff, 
“is common learning,” and needs no citation of authority, but as appli- 
cable to this case we can see no just ground of exception on the part of 
the plaintiff, either to the refusal to charge as requested or to the charge 
as given. It is not denied that the plaintiff received from the defendant 
the order for $22.50, whether as a payment as the defendant says, or 
conditionally as the plaintiff says, and it rested upon him to account 
for it. 

The testimony of McGuire tends to show that there was no question 
about the order until after he and the plaintiff had entered upon a set- 
tlement “when he (the plaintiff) found that after crediting his account 
by the order he still owed” him (McGuire) and the exceptions that — 

“there was no evidence to go to the jury to support the charge of his 
Honor” cannot be sustained. 

No error. 


Cited: Hicks v. Kenan, 139 N. C., 346. 
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( 80 ) 


EDWARDS & MURCHISON y. RICHARD E. BOWDEN Anpb 
BETTID J. BOWDEN. 


Deed—Description—Hvidence. 


The description in a deed of “a tract of land lying in Greene County, N. C., 
adjoining the lands of P. L. and R. N., situate on the east side of the road 
leading from Jerusalem church to Patrick Lynch’s, it being a portion of 
their part of the original P. tract and containing fifty acres,” is not so 
vague and uncertain that parol evidence may not be received to aid in the 
identification of the land intended to be conveyed. 


Civi, action, tried before Merrimon, J., at Spring Term, 1887, of 
Greene Superior Court. | | 

The following is a copy of the material part of the case stated on 
appeal: 

“The action was brought to foreclose a mortgage. The descriptive 
words of the deed are: ‘A tract of land lying in Greene County, N. C., 
adjoining the lands of Patrick Lynch and R. N. Bowden, situate on the 
east side of the road leading from Jerusalem Church to Patrick Lynch’s, 
it being a. portion of thou: part of the original Gray R. Pridger tract and 
containing fifty acres.’ 

“The jury having been empaneled, the plaintiffs offered to read said 
deed to the jury, and the judge having intimated that the description 
therein was insufficient and that the plaintiffs could not recover, they 
submitted to a nonsuit and appealed.” 


W. C. Monroe for plaentoffs. 
No counsel for defendants. cs 


Mernrimon, J. Generally, if the description of the land intended to 
be embraced and the title thereto conveyed by the deed is so indefinite or 
- uncertain as that it fails to designate the land meant, the deed 
is inoperative and void. It is however a general rule that the ( 81 ) 
deed must be upheld if possible, and the terms and phraseology 
_of description will be interpreted with that view and to that end if this 
can reasonably be done. The Court will effectuate the lawful purpose of 
deeds and other instruments if this can be done consistently with the 
principles and rules of law applicable. Proctor v. Pool, 4 Dev., 370. 

We think that the description in the deed in question of the land em- 
braced by it sufficiently points to a particular tract of land—not an 
indefinite and undefined part of a aGieena) a certain tract so described 
as ne it may be ascertained. 
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If the words “it being a portion of their part of the original Gray R. 
Pridger tract and containing fifty acres,” be omitted from the descrip- 
tion, it would be substantially like that held to be sufficient in Kitchen v. 
Herring, 7 Ired. Eq., 190. The words in that case were “a certain tract 
of land lying on the southwest side of Black River, adjoining the lands 
of William Hafiland and Martial,” and in McLawhorn v. Worthington, 
98 N. C., 199, the deseription held to be sufficient was “all that tract or 
parcel of land situate in said county and bounded as follows: Adjoining 
the lands of Augustus Braxton, James Hines, T. N. Manning, Cobb 
Tripp and others, containing three hundred and sixty acres, more or 
less.” So that if the words of description were only these, “A tract of 
land lying in Greene County, N. C., adjoining the lands of Patrick 
Lynch, and R. N. Bowden, situate on the east side of the road leading 
from Jerusalem Church to Patrick Lynch’s,” there could be no reason- 
able question as to the sufficiency of the description. Then do the addi- 
tional words, “it (the land) being a portion of their part (that is the 

part of Patrick Lynch and R. N. Bowden) of the original Gray 
(82) R. Pridger tract and containing fifty acres,” control the descrip- 
tion and render it insufficient? We think not. 

The last recited words were not the principal or leading words of 
description, but intended simply to give the description more particu- 
larity by designating the land as “a tract lying,” etc., “it being a portion 
(a designated, described portion) of their part,” etc., that is a tract of 
fifty acres identified and taken from “their part of the or?ginal,” ete. 
Hence the land is described as “a tract,” a body of land having distinc- 
tive identity, “adjoining the lands of,” ete. How could it adjoin the 
lands of the persons named if it were not designated by some boundary? 
If it were a confused, undescribed portion of “their part of the original 
Gray R. Pridger tract,” it is not at all probable that it would have been 
described as “a tract of land lying,” etc., adjoining “their” land. 

The interpretation of the description of the land we have thus given 
it seems to us is reasonable, and it renders the deed operative, if the 
plaintiff can on the trial by proper evidence identify the land as de- 
scribed in the deed. He must give evidence of a tract of land as desig- 
nated. | | | 

Error. 


Cited: Blow v. Vaughan, 105 N. C., 205; Perry v. Scott, 109 N. C., 


382; Martin v. Chambers, 116 N. C., 673; Potato Co. v. Jenette, 172 
N. C., 5; Randolph v. Lewis, 196 N. C., 54. 
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THOMAS J. NICHOLLS er at. v. R. J. DUNNING. 
Appeal—Certiorari— Lost Record. 


Where it appears from the return of the writ of certiorari that the original 
record has been lost or destroyed, so that a transcript cannot be made, 
the Supreme Court will not direct further action until the record is 
restored or substituted. 


(See same case, 91 N. C., 4.) 


Tus is an application for the writ of certiorari, to be directed ( 83 ) 
to the clerk of the Superior Court of Bertiz County, commanding | 
_ him to send up a transcript of the record in this cause, which had been 
tried at the Spring Term, 1882, before Bennett, J. 

It was heard upon petition, answer and affidavits. 

The action was tried at Spring Term, 1882, and upon the verdict, 
judgment was rendered for the plaintiff, and the defendant appealed. 
To prepare the case on appeal, the original papers passed into the hands 
of the judge. Other papers, among which were the defendant’s excep- 
tions to the ruling and the case prepared by his counsel and a copy 
served on plaintiff’s counsel, were afterwards transmitted to him by 
mail. The papers not being returned, and the judge retiring from office 
in July following, application was made for 4 writ of certiorart and 
granted, and successive but ineffectual writs were issued to the clerk of 
the Superior Court to compel the sending up of a transcript of the 
record, to the last of which a return was made to the effect that the 
papers were carried away by the judge, and had never been sent back. 
Therefore at October Term, 1884, the plaintiff moved for a new trial, 
which was refused because no effort appeared to have been made to cause 
their restoration to the office. All this appears in the case as reported 
in 91 N. C., 4. 

In the present renewed application, it is stated that while repeated 
efforts were made to the judge to procure the papers, and the answer was 
that they were lost or mislaid, he announced to defendant’s counsel that 
they had been found and would be forwarded. This was in the fall of 
1886. This was not done, and upon another application an answer 
under date of 23 April, 1887, came, in which it was stated that they were 
again mislaid, and a search would be made to discover them. His next 
~ letter, written on 3 October, 1887, said they were found and transmitted 
to the clerk, and about 20 N ovember a. package containing some of the 
papers was "received. 

The response made by one of the plaintiffs is that the papers ( 84 ) 
without the retention of copies in the office to replace them in 
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case of loss, were taken out by one of defendant’s counsel and sent to the 
judge, and that in consequence of their absence the plaintiffs instituted 
proceedings to replace them with copies, which were resisted by defend- 
ant’s counsel, and after successive continuances, it appearing that the 
- papers had been found, dismissed. 


i. B. Peebles for plaanteff. 
No counsel for defendant. 


Smitn, C. J., after stating the case: From this narrative of facts it is 
manifest that the fault lies not at the door of the appellant, and that the 
inability to make up the record was in consequence of the absence of the 
original papers in the hands of the judge who tried the cause. But that 
a proper effort had not been made to obtain their restoration a new trial 
might have been awarded, as intimated in the opinion upon the hearing 
of the former application, and upon the authority of the cases therein 
referred to. “Our power,” say the Court, “is to cause the record to be 
sent up, and when there is none from which the transcript can be made, 
as is said in the clerk’s return, it is obviously first required to have the. 
original papers necessary to this end restored to the office; or copies of 
such as are destroyed or lost supplied and substituted in place of the 
originals, under the direction of the court to which they belong. Until 
this is done, and the record then transmitted, no remedial action can be 
here had such as is demanded by the petitioner.” 

Upon this intimation, after numerous efforts by direct application to 
the judge, a part of the papers has reached the office, and this is a basis 

upon which the writ may he awarded. 
(85) While it is attended with great inconvenience for a judge to 
carry off the papers, or that they be sent to him because of his 
omission to act upon the appeal during the sitting of the court, it has 
been so common a practice that we are not disposed to regard it as in- 
volving such culpability in counsel as to deny to the client a right lost by 
the action of the Judge, especially when not opposed. 

The writ will issue, and we reserve further action until the record is 

sent up, and it may be j in so mutilated a form as not to warrant our de- 


_ termining the matter involved in the appeal. 


Writ granted. 
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M. B. PITT, Executor or JAMES LAWRENCE, v. H. L. MOORE. 


Specific Performance of Contract—Statute Frauds—Betterments— 
Incense—Partves. 


1. The specific performance of a parol contract to convey land will not be 
enforced, unless the person charged with the execution thereof submits to 
a decree, or unless he admits the contract and does not insist upon the 
statute of frauds. 


2. Although a parol contract for the sale of land will not be enforced, the law 
will not permit him who repudiates it, to enjoy the benefits of the labor 
and money expended in the betterment of the property by one relying on 
the contract, without compensation. 


3. One who enters under a license and makes improvements which perma- 
nently enhance the value of the property is protected by the same prin- 
ciple. | 


4. The mortgagees of lands should be made parties to actions in which it may 
become necessary to sell them and distribute the proceeds of sale. 


Civin action, tried before Avery, J., at Fall Term, 1887, of ( 86 ) 
the Superior Court of Epercomse. 

It is alleged and admitted that James Lawrence, late of Edgecombe, 
died in said county in 1884, leaving a last will and testament, which 
was duly proved, and the plaintiff, executor therein named, duly quali~ 
fied as such, and that by the terms of said will he is authorized to sell the 
interest of his testator in the property mentioned in the pleadings. It 
also appears that at the time of the death of the testator, and for some 
time prior thereto, he and the defendant were partners and tenants in 
common of certain mill property, situated near the village of Sparta, in 
Edgecombe County, each owning one-half interest. | 

It is further alleged, among other things, that the testator and de- 
fendant carried on a general milling business at the mill owned by them, 
and that for the better utilization of the property, the mill house and a 
double tenement house used therewith, “were moved about forty yards 
up stream, where a new dam had been built for more than twenty years, 
which said dam is upon the lands of the said Moore, on the one side of 
the stream, and the lands of Lawrence & Moore on the other, and was 
built at a place on the stream formerly covered by the mill pond, and the 
mill was built on the land of Moore, immediately below said dam, and 
above the old dam, and the opposite side of said stream belongs to 
Moore & Lawrence, the mill wheel now being at a place in the mill pond 
as it was constructed before the old dam broke and the new one built; he 
(Moore) agreeing and contracting in consideration of a payment made 
by said Lawrence to him to convey by deed, a title in fee, to one-half 
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interest in the site or parcel of land on which said houses were located 
after the changes mentioned, being about one-tenth of an acre, so that i it 
should become the common property of the partnership.” 

The complaint further alleges that the defendant promised from time 
to time to convey to the testator his half interest in the new site, as set 

forth, and has repeatedly admitted the payment therefor by said — 
( 87) testator, but he never conveyed said title in the lifetime of the 

testator, and that since his death the plaintiff executor has de- 
manded of the defendant “that he convey said title to those lawfully 
entitled thereto, which he has refused to do, alleging that the entire prop- 
erty was his, and that he did not intend to account for it in any way.” 

‘The complaint also alleges that the defendant is insolvent; that up to © 
the time of the death of the testator, he and the defendant divided the | 
tolls weekly; that the plaintiff has demanded that the defendant con- 
tinue to make sucha division until the property could be divided by 
sale, but that the defendant refuses to so divide, but takes and appro- 
priates the entire tolls, ete., to the irreparable damage of the estate of the 
plaintifi’s testator, and he oaks for judgment declaring that the estate of 
his testator is entitled to an interest of one-half in the property; that a 
sale be ordered and a receiver appointed, ete. 

The answer, so far as it is material, states in substance, that after 
operating the mili by plaintiff’s testator and defendant on the first site 
until about eight years prior to this action, “the mill house and ma- 
chinery in it was, by their joint action, removed up the stream and put 
upon lands then in possession of the defendant, which he had thereafter 
conveyed by mortgage to A. T. Bruce & Co., and that said Bruce & Co. 
had no notice of such removal until it was accomplished, and they are 
still the owners of the same as mortgagees”; that neither before the 
removal of the mill, nor at the time of its removal, was anything said by — 
plaintiff’s testator to the defendant about purchasing the land, and the 
first time the subject was mentioned between them was about a year after 
the removal, when the testator said to the defendant: “We have never 
agreed about the price of the land where the mill now sets,” to which 

defendant replied that he “was ready to fix the price and execute 
( 88 ) the deed for it,” when the plaintiff’s testator said, “it made no 

difference about a deed, so he kept it as long as he lived, he was 
satisfied.” They continued thereafter to operate the mill by managers — 
of their selection, and to divide the proceeds equally, till the death of the 
testator. He describes the location, and says that when removed every 
part of the mill was put upon his land, and denies that he ever promised, 
except as stated, “to make title to plaintifi’s testator for one-half interest 
in the present mill site, or that he has ever admitted that he has received 
payment therefor,” ete. 7 
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He denies that he is insolvent. It was agreed that the mortgage to 
Bruce & Co. was executed subsequent to the erection of the mill on the 
present site, and that they knew nothing of any agreement between plain- 


tiff’s testator and the defendant, and thatthe following, which shall be _ 


taken in lieu of a copy of the mortgage, is all therein pertaining to the 
- mill property in controversy, to wit: “Also my one-half interest in the 
‘five acres of land sold by said Moore to Geo. ©. Sugg, and afterwards 
sold by his administratrix, including the large grist mill and fixtures 
and all the personal property used therewith, known as the pers 
Mills.’ ” 

There was no evidence in aeiene of any aproontent or contract in > 
regard to the removal or erection of the mill upon the land of the de- 
fendant, and he objected to the 1st and 6th issues as there was no evl- — 
dence, other than parol, bearing upon them; and he insisted that whether . 
claiming under the parol contract for the purchase of an interest in the 
land, or under a license, the plaintiff must fail. 

The following are the issues submitted (the ist and eth objected to. 
by defendant), with the responses thereto, and judgment of the court: 

“1, Did the defendant promise to execute a deed to Lawrence for one- 
half of the present mill site? Answer: Yes. — 

“9. Did Lawrence pay the defendant for the one-half interest? ( 89 ) 
Answer: No. 

“3. If not, what 1s the value of one-half of the land on which the 
mill sets? Answer: Ten dollars. 

“4, What is the value of the permanent Scapeoneniants put upon the 
land of the defendant by the defendant and Lawrence as copartners ! 
Answer : $1,500. 

“5. Did Lawrence contribute his half of the expenses incurred L by the 
erection of the same? Answer: Yes.. 

“6. Was the mill moved by Lawrence and defendant upon defendant’s | 
land with the understanding and agreement that the land was to be part- 

_ nership property upon the payment by Lawrence of one-half the value 
of the land? Answer: Yes. 

“pon the verdict the plaintiff nigved for the judgment of the court 
declaring a lien upon the land upon which the mill sets and the perma- 
nent improvements thereon to the extent of one-half the value of said 
permanent improvements as found by the jury, and the appointment 
of a commissioner to sell the land and improvements to enforce the lien, 
unless the: defendant shall in the meantime pay off and discharge the 
same. Upon consideration, it is adjudged by the court that the motion 
is disallowed, and the defendant moving for judgment non obstante 
veredicto, it is adjudged by the court that the defendant go without day.” 

Thereupon the plaintiff appealed. | 
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J. L, Bridgers for plaintiff. 
J. B. Batchelor for defendant. 


Davis, J., after stating the.case: 1. Is the plaintiff entitled to have 

a specific performance of the promise made by the defendant to execute 
to his testator a deed for one-half of the mill site? | 

(90) The plaintiff insists that though not in writing, the contract 

as alleged is substantially admitted by the defendant, and the 
equity of the plaintiff not denied, and that the objection that it was not 
in writing, but by parol, could only be taken by answer, and as the 
statute was not set up as a defense in the answer, that question is not 
before the Court. | 

We take a different view. 

_ The defendant does not admit any payment or performance, or part 
performance, by the testator, so far as it relates to any contract or agree- 
ment for the purchase of or title to the land to which the mill was moved. 

There is not only the fact, as found, that the testator, Lawrence, never 
paid the defendant for the one-half interest, but the plaintiff fails to set | 
out the consideration or price to be paid, wlecha is an essential and neces- 
‘sary part of the contract. It is true the jury finds that there was an 
agreement to convey, and that the land was to be partnership property, 
and that it was worth $10; but what was the contract price? None is 
alleged in the complaint, and none seems to have been agreed on. The 
Jaw required the contract to be in writing, and there is nothing to dis- 
tinguish it from Gulley v. Macy, 84 N. C., 484, and like cases in which 
it is held that the courts will not enforce parol agreements for the sale of 
land, unless in cases when the defendant in his answer submits to per- 
form the parol contract as charged in the complaint, “or when he admits 
it and neither by plea nor answer, insists on the statute.” | 

2. Is the defendant liable to the estate of plaintiff’s testator for the 
permanent improvements put upon the land jointly by the testator and 
- the defendant, to the extent of the one-half of the costs thereof paid by 
said testator ? 

Whatever may have been the ancient rule, it is now well settled by 
many decisions from Baker v. Carson, 1 D. & B. Eq., 381, in which 
there was a divided Court, but Ruffin, C. J., and Gaston canes. and 

Albea v. Griffin, 2 D. & B. Eq., 9, by a unanimous Court, to 
(91) Hedgepeth v. Rose, 95 N. C., 41, that where the labor or money 

of a person has been expended in the permanent improvement and — 
enrichment of the property of another by a parol contract or agreement 
which cannot be enforced because, and only because, it is not in writing, 
the party repudiating the contract, as he may do, will not be allowed to 
take and hold the property thus improved and enriched, “without com- 
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pensation for the additional value which these improvements have con- 
ferred upon the property,” and it rests upon the broad principle that it 
is against conscience that one man shall be enriched to the injury and 
cost of another, induced by his own act. 

In the case before us, the land on which the mill was situated was of 
little value—only $10—the improvements put upon it were valuable— 
worth by the finding of the jury $1,500—and put up by the plaintiff’s 
testator and the defendant, at their joint expense, with the understand- 
ing and agreement that they should own the property as partners, and 
they continued to deal with it as partnership property down to the death 
of the testator. While this agreement cannot be enforced as a valid 
contract for the sale of land, equity will not permit the defendant to 
enjoy the benefits of it without compensation. It was not by his mere 
license that the improvements were put upon his land—it was coupled 
with an expenditure of money by which the land was improved, and 
therefore coupled with an interest, which gave to the testator rights, of 
which the defendant cannot deprive him by a repudiation of his parol 
agreement. Well. & Tar. R. RB. Co. v. Battle, 66 N. C., 541. | 

In Bridges v. Purcell, 1D. & B., 492, it is left AS open question, 

“whether a license to do an act which ; in ‘its consequences permanently 
affects the property of him who gives it, when so acted on, that what is 
done cannot be conveniently undone, may be regarded as a grantee of an 
interest to the extent of the consequences thereby authorized and 
therefore not revocable; or whether the license does not neces- ( 92 ) 
sarily imply a permission for the thing done to remain, notwith- 
standing the continuing consequences; and therefore the licenser, on a 
principle of good faith, may be forbidden to withdraw it, without in- 
demnifying him who trusted thereto.” The settlement of these questions 
was not necessary, as Judge Gaston said, to the determination of that 
case, but we think that they have been settled by adjudications since, in 
favor of the equity of those who, acting in good faith, have expended 
money or labor in improving the property of others in whom they 
trusted. Such, we think, is the equity of the plaintiff in this case. 

He is entitled to compensation to the extent of one-half of the value 
added to the land in question, by the permanent pm provements made 
thereon. 

3. It is conceded that by the terms of the testator’s will, the plaintiff — 
has authority to make sale of his interest in the mill, but the defendant 
objects that the plaintiff sets up a partnership ‘between his testator and 
the defendant, and that this action cannot be maintained, because the 
property, eae partnership property, vests in the surviving partner 
under section 1326 of The Code. 
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The action is substantially for the settlement of the partnership, and 
the plaintiff is entitled to have an account and to receive one-half of the 
net profits accrued since the last settlement between the defendant and 
his testator, and one-half of the enhanced value to the land by reason 
of the improvements, and this relief is within the scope of the plaintiff’s 
prayer and warranted by his complaint. 

4. It appears that after the erection of the mill, A. T. Bruce & Co. 
became the mortgagees of the defendant’s “one-half interest” i in the prop- 
erty in question, and as they thereby became the legal owners of defend- 
ant’s interest, and their rights may be affected by the settlement, they 

ought to be made parties to this action. 
(93) There is error, and this will be certified to the end that further 
proceedings may be had in accordance with this opinion. 

Error. 


Cited: Tucker v. Markland, 101 .N. C., 427, 8; Vann v. Newsom, 110 
N. C., 126, 130; Feeld v. Moody, 111 N, C., 358; Pass v. Brooks, 125 
N. C., 131; Gannon: Johnson, 126 N. C., "67; ie Badham, 127 
N.C., "100, 1, 2, 3, 6; Kelly v. Johnson, 135 N. C., 673; Joyner v. Joyner, 
151 N. CO. 189: Jones v. Williams, 155 N. C., 189; Reid v. King, 158 
N. C., 91: Tones v. Sandlin, 160 N. C., 154; ’ Ballard v. Boyette, 171 
N. C., 26; Carter v. Carter, 182 N. C., 190; Eaton v. Doub, 190 
N. C., 22. 


LEWIS BLOUNT v. W. A. GUTHRIE. 
Implied Contract—Evidence—J udge’s C harge. 


1. Where one stands by in silence and sees work done or material furnished 
for work done upon premises belonging to him, of which he accepts the 
benefit, a promise to pay the value thereof may be inferred from the cir- 
cumstances. 


2. Therefore, where the defendant contracted with R. to build a house— 

including the necessary plumbing for gas and water—under the super- 

- vision of an arehitect, and R. contracted with the plaintiff to furnish the 

materials and do the plumbing, but R. was discharged before completing 

his contract, the defendant taking charge of the work and the plaintiff 

subsequently completed his: Held, (1) That there was some evidence to 

go to the jury that the defendant had assumed to pay the amount due the 

plaintiff under his contract; but (2) that this was an inference of fact 

for the jury and not of law for the court, and it was error to instruct the 
jury that the law implied a promise to pay from these facts. 
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Civ action, originally commenced before a justice of the peace for 
the county of DurHam, and carried by appeal to the Superior Court of 
that county and tried before Merrimon, J., at February Term, 1888. 

On 5 August, 1886, the defendant entered into a written contract with 
one Joseph Ransley, by which Ransley was to build for him a. dwelling- 
house in the town of Durham. The written contract and specifications 
are set out in full in the record, and are minutely drawn and of con- 
siderable length, but for the purpose of this controversy it is only 
necessary to state that Ransley was to complete the dwelling “to (94 ) 
the full and entire satisfaction of the architect”—one Pugin, em- 
ployed by defendant—by 1 November, 1886, for which the defendant 
was to pay to him the sum of. $3,484, as follows: 

‘“‘When the foundations are complete and ready for framing, $225; 
when the entire building is under roof, $700; when the entire building is 
plastered, $200; when the entire wood work is completed, $1,000; and 
the final payment when all work of every kind is completed and upon a 
written acceptance of such by. the architect.” 

The work was to be done “in accordance with drawings prepared by 
the architect, under his supervision and to his satisfaction and accept- 
ance.” Among other things, the specifications provided for gas and 
water pipes. 

The plaintiff testified in substance that he was engaged in plumbing, 
and did work on defendant’s house for hot and cold water and gas, and 
furnished the material, under a contract made with Ransley. | 

The work was begun ‘darinc the second week in November, and finished 
some time in December, 1886. There was an estimate submitted by 
witness and accepted by contractor for $226; in this estimate there was a 
water tank which was taken off at defendant’s suggestion, value $25. 

Witness was directed by Pugin to make the connection for an addi- 
tional gas pipe in dressing room. Pugin looked over and saw all mate- 
rial and gave the order. Defendant paid for the extra gas pipes. “Pugin 
pointed out every position where pipes, etc., were to be placed; defend- 
ant was there once or twice during the work; he did not tell me he had 
discharged Ransley, and I did not know it till my conversation with 
Guthrie in last of December, when work was done; Guthrie directed 
the pipe from tank to boiler to be stopped; these directions were all 
observed by me; the $200 has not been paid; made demand before I 
brought this suit; my work was included in the contract with 
Ransley; don’t know whether Ransley had made the contract (95 ) 
when I furnished my estimate; I had put in all the gas pipe 
before I ever spoke to defendant about it; it was not defendant who first 
ordered me to put in the extra piece of gas pipe—it was Pugin; for that 
piece of pipe I have been paid by defendant; before the contract was 
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accepted, contract to be approved by Pugin; he said he had not yet seen 
Mr. Guthrie, but he thought he would accept my estimate; Pugin asked 
me in July to make my estimate and hand it to Ransley; I did so; most 
of the work was done after Ransley quit; Hill was Ransley’s forcman’ 
Guthrie said he had taken the contract away from Ransley—that he 
had failed to comply; told Guthrie he would look to him for the money; 
Guthrie said Ransley had been gone for several weeks.” 

T. B. Hill testified: “Ransley was discharged by Mr. Guthrie’s direc- 
tion for drunkenness; I then took charge; Guthrie hired me to take 
charge of the house and superintend it; Blount at that time had not 
finished his work, and had not finished it at the time I completed the 
work; while the work was going on Mr. Guthrie was there; Pugin gave 
orders for changes, etc., in defendant’s name; Pugin had charge of the 
work, to see that it was carried out according to plans and specifications; 
Guthrie said he had never authorized Pugin as his agent, but had au- 
thorized me; he said whatever work was done after Ransley left he was 
responsible for, for he had assumed the work; I think plaintiff was 
nearly through before Ransley was discharged.” 

Plaintiff recalled: “The pipe that Guthrie stopped was the first water 
pipe put in—all water pipe was put in after 13 November; $37.08 done 
before 138 November; Guthrie was there and saw me at work, and did 
not notify me.” 

Defendant testified: “I was to furnish the lot and the old house that 
stood upon it, and Ransley was to build me a house for $3,484, to be 

finished by 1 November, according to plans and specifications by 
(96) Pugin; plumbing, etc., in contract; Pugin was my architect to 

superintend—not authorized to make contracts; in October I 
came to Durham; found gas pipes had all been put in; was in the house; 
called Blount in and asked him if he considered the gas piping done; he 
answered, ‘yes’; never paid Blount for anything but that amount for the 
price for a drop light; never made myself responsible for any other item; 
I directed water tank to be left off; had no other conversation with 
Blount till last of December; he had then completed all his work except 
putting on the cocks and connecting the pipes with the bath tub; I took 
charge 17 November; I inspected the premises—went over the whole 
place; no work was done by plaintiff between 13 and 17 November; dis- 
charged Ransley 17 November; time had passed for completing the 
house, and it was about half done; at the time I discharged Ransley I 
had paid him $1,897.95—this prior to 17 November, 1887, at the time 
the plaintifi’s hen was filed, to wit: 25 January, 1887, I had paid on 
account of the work, $3,867.80, including what I paid Hill for Ransley 
on 17 November; I paid him more than the work was worth; when I 
took charge entire building was under roof but not plastered : ; several 
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rooms had not been; the entire wood work was not half done—it was — 
probably one-fourth done. At date of discharge defendant would, under 
his contract, have owed Ransley $925; never have had any written 
acceptance of house by architect; Hill receipted as Ransley’s foreman; 
' I saw Blount working there before Ransley’s discharge, but made no. 
inquiry as to whether he had been paid; when payments made I had not 
written certificates from Pugin that there were no liens; did not give 
Ransley three days’ notice of intention to take charge of the contract; 
the man I talked to about drop light spoke as sub-contractor under 
Ransley; never had anything to do with Blount’s estimate; I never saw 
it or heard of it till lien was filed; Blount never notified me of 

any claim he had before I discharged Ransley; I have never ( 97 ) 
made any settlement with Ransley; did not go into details as to 

what the value of the work was up to date of discharging Ransley,; I sent 
the checks for Ransley to Pugin in order that he might hold them if the 
work had not been done, or pay them over if it had been done.” : 

Pugin testified: “I never made any contract with Blount; Blount’s 
work nearly all completed when Ransley discharged; I think, when 
Ransley discharged, frame complete; roof partially on; small amount of 
plastering on; according to contract-price work was about half done; 
I handed Blount’s estimate to Mr. Guthrie 26 January, 1887; I had 
never seen it till Hill gave it to me; this after Ransley was discharged, 
before Blount’s suit; sent the estimate to Guthrie 26 January, 1887; 
Ransley had not complied with the contract; the work had been neg- | 
lected, consequence failure to finish the house; I asked Blount to make 
an estimate, probably; I never accepted the house; never notified de- 
fendant that there were no liens upon it; accepted Blount’s work in 
writing.” 

With the record there is a copy of the “estimate of gas and water 
pipes for house of W. A. Guthrie,” dated 12 July, 1886, and signed by 
Lewis Blount, and also copies of checks of the defendant payable to the 
order of Joseph Ransley and endorsed by the said Ransley and B. A. 
Pugin, drawn in August, September and October, aggregating $1,125, | 
and the balance of $1,897.95 was ped to Hill as Ransley’s foreman on 
13 November, 1886. 

The issues submitted ° were: 

“1. Did plaintiff do work and labor for and furnish material under a 
contract with the defendant? 

“Tf so, what sum, if any, is due from defendant to plaintiff for such — 
— work and material?” 

The following instructions were asked for defendant: 

“1. That there is no evidence of any contract by the defendant to pay 
the enn for the work done by him. 
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(98) “2. That the provisions of the contract between Guthrie and 

Ransley were for Guthrie’s protection, and no one not a privy to 
said contract can have benefit from it; that Guthrie had a right to pay as 
he chose to Ransley, and in advance, if he wished to do so; and the plain- 
tiff having relied upon Ransley, could only look to him for pay. 

“3. That as Guthrie was not indebted to Ransley at the time the 
plaintiff instituted his action, there was no liability on his part to plain- 
tiff, as plaintiff could only recover such amount from Guthrie as he, 
Guthrie, was then owing to Ransley. | 

“A. That the burden of proof is upon the plaintiff, and it is his duty, by 
a preponderance of evidence, to satisfy the jury that the defendant con- 
tracted with him to do the work, and if he has failed to satisfy the jury 
he is not entitled to recover. 

“5. That under the contract between Guthrie and Ransley, Ransley 
was only entitled to three days’ notice if he failed to supply materials 
during the progress of the work; and as the time for the completion of 
the work had expired, Guthrie had the right to take charge of the work 
after 1 November, 1886, without any notice to Ransley, and complete the 
work; and unless Blount did the work after that time under a contract 
with Guthrie (or Pugin, as his agent, or if they knew of his doing the 
work after that time and accepted it) then the plaintiff cannot recover.” 

His Honor refused to give the first, third and fifth instructions, and 
declined to give the last clause of the second instruction, to wit: “And 
the plaintiff, having relied upon Ransley, could only look to him for 
p ay. 99 

To the séfuadl of his Honor to give the instructions asked for the de- 
fendant excepted. 

His Honor charged the jury as follows: 

(99) “(1) If defendant discharged Joseph Ransley, the contractor, 

without making any settlement with him and took charge and 
control of the work himself, and permitted and encouraged the plaintiff 
to go on and supply materials and perform work, to complete the engage- 
ment he had made with Ransley, and plaintiff did go forward after Rans- 
ley’s discharge and complete the engagement he had made with Ransley, 
and his materials and work were accepted by Pugin, defendant’s archi- 
tect, for defendant, and used and enjoyed by defendant, the law implies 
a promise by defendant to pay the plaintiff the value of the materials 
furnished and labor performed by him, and the plaintiff would be en- 
titled to recover hot only for the work and materials done and furnished 
after, but also before Ransley was discharged. 

“(2) Was the plaintiff unable to carry out his contract with Ransley 
(if the contract was between plaintiff and Ransley only) by the act of 
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the plaintiff? If the plaintiff by his act in discharging Ransley pre- 
vented him from going on with his contract, his act necessarily made 1t 
impossible for plaintiff to carry out his contract with Ransley, and the 
plaintiff could only procéed by the defendant’s permission, and if by 
defendant’s permission he did go forward, he will be entitled to recover 
the value of his materials and labor, if he has not already been paid, and 
the plaintiff would be entitled to recover not only for the work and 
materials done and furnished after, but also before, Ransley was dis- 
charged. 

“(3) If plaintiff supplied materials and performed labor, made a con- 
tiact with Pugin professing to act as agent for defendant, and defendant 
received, used and enjoyed the materials and work, it will be the duty 
of the jury to answer the first issue in the affirmative.” 

To the first, second and third instructions of his Honor, above set out 
and mentioned, the defendant excepted. 

The jury responded “yes” to the first issue, and “$200” to the second. 

There was judgment for plaintiff, and defendant appealed. 


W. W. Fuller for placntiff. (100) 
J.W. Graham and John Hinsdale for defendant. 


Davis, J., after stating the case: There was no error in refusing the 
first instruction asked for by the defendant. There was evidence to go 
to the jury from which a contract might be implied. 

The familiar principle, so confidently relied on by the defendant “that 
where there is a written contract concerning the whole subject-matter” 
there can be no implied promise, we think finds no application in the 
facts of this case. | 

It was not pretended that there was any written contract at all between 
the plaintiff and the defendant. In fact the learned counsel for the de- 
fendant deny that there was any contract, express or implied, by which 
the defendant was to pay the plaintiff, and they say that the evidence 
shows that the work was completed under the plaintifi’s contract with 
Ransley, and referring to the evidence they ask, “Did not Guthrie have 
the right to suppose under these circumstances that Ransley himself had 
paid Blount out of prior remittances or otherwise arranged with him?’ 
On the contrary, we cannot see how in any view of the evidence the de- 
fendant could suppose that Ransley had paid or arranged to pay or 
would pay Blount for work done after the discharge of the former, and 
while a different view is insisted upon in the printed brief of the able 
and learned counsel for the defendant, we do not understand them in the 
oral argument before us as denying the right of the plaintiff to recover 
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for so much of the work as was done by him after the defendant dis- 
charged Ransley and undertook himself to have the dwelling completed. 
It appears from the evidence that after the defendant discharged Ransley 
the work was continued under Hill, who had béen Ransley’s foreman, and 
who was employed by the defendant “to take charge of the house 
(101) and superintend it,” and the dwelling was completed under the 
game foreman and under the direction and supervision of the 
same architect, without any notification to the plaintiff of any change 
and without the knowledge on his part of any change until after he had 
completed the portion of the work which he had undertaken. 

If this evidence is to be believed, and there is no conflict in this respect, 
might it not be reasonably inferred that the defendant meant to pay, cer- 
tainly for the work done after the discharge of Ransley? Would not this 
be fairly and justly implied, and was not the evidence proper to go to 
the jury to be considered by them upon the question of implied liability 
of the defendant to the plaintiff, not only for the work and labor per- 
formed and materials furnished after, but also before, the discharge of 
Ransley? If Ransley was discharged and the work continued by the 
direction of the defendant under the same foreman and architect direct- 
ing the details, without any notification to the plaintiff and without any 
opportunity on his part to elect to continue or discontinue the work if 
he was not to be paid for it, was there a reasonable inference or implica- 
tion that the defendant would pay for it? 

In Baaley v. Rutjes, 86 N. C., 517, it is said, “It is unquestionably 
true that if, in the absence of all express understanding, one stands by in 
silence (and much more if he actively encourages) and sees work done, 
or material furnished for work upon premises belonging to him, and of 
. which he must necessarily get the benefit, and afterwards he does accept 
and enjoy it, a promise to pay the value thereof may be inferred and 
ordinarily will be, and the inference under the circumstances will be 
purely one of fact, viz., whether the party’s conduct has been such that a 
reasonable man might understand from it that he meant to recognize the 
benefit as one conferred on himself, and to pay for it. In such a case 

there can be no difficulty in making such an inference against the 
(102) party, since the premises being his, the benefit of the labor done 
or material furnished must necessarily result to him, and withal 

he had the opportunity and the power to countermand it, if he would.” 

But his Honor instructed the jury that if certain facts stated were 
found to exist “the law implies a promise by defendant to pay,” etc. We 
think in this there was error, which entitles the defendant to a new trial. 
It was not an inference of law but of fact to be determined by the jury, 
and it was for them to say whether from all the evidence the conduct of 
the parties, and under all the circumstances the plaintiff might reason- _ 
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ably understand that the defendant was liable to him for the work done, 
and a reasonably implied obligation or promise on the part of the de- 
fendant to pay him for the work. These are questions of fact and not 
of law, and it is for the jury to find from the evidence whether there was 
or was not a reasonably implied contract. 

For this error the defendant is entitled to a new trial, and it ibasomnes 
‘immaterial to consider the other questions presented as they are not 
involved in the pepe of the case indicated 1 in this opinion. 

Error. 


Cited: Morrison v. Mining Co., 148 N. C., 286; Blackwood wv. BR. B., 
178 N. C., 344; Brown v. Williams, 196 N. 0., 250, 


| (103) 
JOSEPH G. BRICKHOUSE vy. DEBORA SUTTON ET atL.* 


EHudence—Record—Service—J urisdiction—H stoppel—Return of 
Sheriff —Deputy—Dower—Irregularity. 


1. The statutes enacted to cure irregularities in respect to the jurisdiction of 
the courts in special proceedings are valid. : 

2. The recital in the record of a cause that the defendants therein had been 
served with process, is evidence that the service was made and the court 
acquired jurisdiction of the persons. Such record cannot be attacked col- 
laterally; if assailed for irregularity it should be by a motion in the 
cause ; if for fraud, and the action be ended, by independent. suit. 


3. The sheriff is not required to attest the report of the jury to allot dower. 


4, Whether the return of process by a deputy sheriff in his own name is 
sufficient, Quere. 


Civin action, tried before Avery, J., at Spring Term, 1887, of 
TYRRELL Superior Court. 

The action is brought to recover possession of the land described in 
the complaint.. The plaintiff claims a life estate therein for the life of 
Elizabeth Sutton by virtue of a deed of conveyance executed by her to 
him on 26 March, 1880, she being the widow and doweress of Henderson 
Sutton, who died intestate in December, 1868. The defendants are the 
heirs at law of the latter. 

At February Term, 1869, of the Superior Court of the county of 
Tyrrell, the widow named filed her petition in that court to obtain dower 


*SmM1TuH, C. J., having been of counsel, did not sit on the hearing of this cause. 
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in the land mentioned. Process issued returnable to the next fall term 
of the court to make the heirs at law parties defendant to such applica- 
tion to obtain dower. This process was directed to the heirs at law of 
the intestate, summoning them each personally, and the same pur- 
(104) ported to be returned executed thus: “To hand 12 August, 1869, 
J. W. Woodhouse, Deputy Sheriff; executed 24 August, 1869, 

J. W. Woodhouse, Deputy Sheriff.” 

At the Spring Term, 1860, the court made an order in the proceeding 
to obtain dower, herent the followings 18 a copy: 

“Tt appearing to the court that the defendants have been served with 
process and copies of the petition, and they failing to appear and plead 
or demur, it is adjudged and decreed by the court that the petition be 
taken pro confesso. And the cause thereupon coming on to be heard, it 
is adjudged and decreed that the petitioner is entitled to dower in the 
lands in the petition mentioned. And it is further ordered that the 
following named persons, to wit: Samuel Norman, Asa Etheridge, John 
Patrick, Edmund McClees, Marcus D. Newberry, be appointed commis- | 
sioners to lay off and assign to the petitioner one-third part of said lands, 
including the mansion and other houses and put her in possession of the 
same, and let a writ of dower issue accordingly.” 

Thereupon a proper writ issued to the sheriff commanding him to 
summon the commissioners, freeholders named in the above order, to 
proceed to allot to the petitioner dower in the lands in question. These 
freeholders did assign dower and made report and return of their action, 
describing the land so set apart and that they had placed the petitioner 
in possession. The report recites that the freeholders were duly sworn, 
but it does not appear who administered the oath to them. They were - 
attended by a deputy sheriff, and he s'gned the report and return thus: 
“Attest: B. Jones, Deputy Sharh = Ne 

The plaintiff claims as the grantee of Elizabeth Sutton, who is ad- 
mitted to be still living. And while he admits that Elizabeth Sutton 
was not entitled to dower otherwise in the land in controversy, he insists 
that the defendants are estopped by a record offered by him from claim- 

ing her right to dower in said land and the plaintiff’s right as her 
(105) grantee to recover possession during her lifetime. 

The defendants claim that their ancestor Henderson Sutton 
above named in his lifetime conveyed the land to persons named, who 
afterwards conveyed the same in fee to the defendant Debora CO. Sutton, 
under whom they claim. 

It was admitted that Elizabeth was not entitled to dower ites by 
estoppel of record; that Henderson acquired the land before the year 
1860, and was ianeried to Elizabeth before that year. . 
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As bearing on the question of estoppel defendants contended : 

1. That the Superior Court had no jurisdiction in 1869 to assign 
dower. 

9. That the service of the subpona, appearing by endorsement thereon, 
was not valid. 

3. That the attestation of writ of dower by B. Jones, deputy sheriff, 
was not valid. 

Upon intimation from the court that the jury would be inatructed that 
upon the whole of the testimony and the facts admitted the plaintiff 
could not recover, the plaintiff suffered a judgment of nonsuit and ap- 
pealed. 


Pruden & Vann and R. P. Felton, by brief, for plaintiff. 
E. F. Aydlett for defendants. 


Merrimon, J., after stating the case: The objection that the Superior 
Courts did not have jurisdiction of the proceedings to obtain dower in 
1869 cannot be sustained. The statute (Acts 1868-69, ch. 93, sec. 40; 
Bat. Rev., ch. 117, sec. 9; The Code, sec. 2111), expressly conferred such — 
jurisdiction upon them. Soon after the enactment of the statute just 
cited some doubt prevailed as to whether or not such proceeding should 
begin in the Court of Probate or in the Superior Court before the - 
clerk thereof, or before the court in term time. This doubt grew (106) 
out of the novel and not very clearly defined duties of the clerk 
of the court. It gave rise to some conflict of judicial decision, and the 
result was the Legislature enacted the statute (Acts 1870-1, ch. 108, 
sec. 1; Bat. Rev:, ch. 17, secs. 425, 426), which cures irregularities as to 
the jurisdiction of the courts in respect to proceedings to obtain dower 
and other like special proceedings begun before its enactment. This 
statute has been repeatedly upheld as valid. Ward v. Lowndes, 96 N. C., 
367, and the cases there cited. 

We need not decide whether the return of the original process—the 

“subpoena” —in the proceeding mentioned of Elizabeth Sutton to obtain 
dower, in the name of the deputy sheriff and not in the name of the 
sheriff by the deputy—-was sufficient of itself or not, because in our judg- 
ment the ascertainment of the fact and the recital of the same in the 
record by the court that the defendants in that proceeding named had 
“been served with process and copies of the petition” therein, was alto- 
gether sufficient evidence—certainly prima facie—that the defendants 
had been served with process, and that the court got and had jurisdiction 
of them. It appears from the proceeding that the court had jurisdiction 
of the parties and the subject-matter thereof. The proceeding—the 
order and judgments therein—were therefore apparently regular and 
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-valid—not void—at most in any case only voidable. So that they could 
not be disregarded and treated in this action as void, nor could they be 
attacked collaterally for irregularity or for fraud. To correct or set 
them aside for irregularity, a motion in the proceeding would be a proper 
remedy; and as the proceeding is ended, it could be attacked for fraud 
only by an independent action. Fowler v. Poor, 93 N. C., 466, and 
cases there cited. 
It is the service of the process for the purpose by some officer or r person 
authorized by law to receive it, ordinarily the sheriff, that causes the — 
jurisdiction of the court to attach to and lay hold and give the 
(107) court control of the party to be brought into court in the action 
or proceeding. The return of the process, including a minute in 
writing indicating what action the officer took under and in pursuance 
of it, made by the sheriff, when it purports to be served, is evidence— 
strong evidence—prima facie, that it was served, and that the jurisdic- 
tion of the court has attached to the party. The service thus appearing 
to have been made is regular and efficient, and prevails until it shall be 
overthrown by some proper proceeding foe the purpose. The court 1s 
presumed by law to be cognizant and to take judicial notice of the officer 
to whom it directs its precepts, and of his returns of the same. The 
presumption is that the return is true—else the court would not act upon 
it, and when the court, acting upon the return, proceeds in the action or 
proceeding, the strong presumption is that it had jurisdiction of the 
parties; its action is at least apparently regular, and must prevail until 
reversed or set aside in some proper way. | 
The return of process in question was made by a person professing to 
be and acting as deputy sheriff in his own name. This was irregular, at 
least—the return should have been made in the name of the sheriff by 
the deputy—but the service was unquestionably sufficient and regular, 
if made by the deputy—such service gave the court jurisdiction of the 
parties served, and the irregularity was in the return, not in the serv- 
ice—there was the absence of the regular evidence of the service of which 
the court could take-judicial notice. Such evidence would have been the 
return in the name of the sheriff by the deputy. The defective return 
might have been amended upon proper application, if the facts war- 
ranted such action. But the court might have made inquiry and ascer- 
tained that service was actually made by the deputy sheriff; indeed, it 
_ appears from the record that it did—it is recited therein, a in effect 
7 adjudged that service of .process was made on the defandants: It 
( 108) would be more satisfactory if the recital-in the record of the fact 
of service had been fuller, and made some reference to the evi- 
dence of service, but this is not essential. Every intendment is in favor 
_ of the action of the court and its sufficiency. 
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The ascertainment and recital of facts in the record by the court 
imports verity and binding effect, and must be so treated for all. proper 
purposes of the action, until in some proper way the action of the court 
shall be successfully impeached. Thus, in this case it must be taken 
that the court, acting upon proper evidence, ascertained and set forth in 
the record the important fact that the defendants in the proceeding in 
question were served with the process against them—that is, served regu- 
larly—effectually. | 

And so, also, where the parties go into court and submit themselves 
to its jurisdiction for a proper purpose, and this fact is recited in the 
record, such record including the recitals, import verity and binding 
effect upon the parties everywhere; they cannot be heard to allege the 
contrary or attack the judgment in a collateral proceeding or action. 
This must be so, else the records of courts would have neither certainty, 
permanency, nor efliciency—they would be snares to the innocent often- 
times, and utterly untrustworthy. 

It is only when a court of general jurisdiction undertakes to grant a 
judgment in an action or proceeding where it has not jurisdiction of the 
parties or the subject-matter of the action, and this appears from the 
record by its terms or necessary implication, or by the absence of some- 
thing essential, that the judgment will be absolutely void and have no 
effect, and may therefore be disregarded and treated as a nullity every- 
where. In that case, the action of the court would be coram non judice. 
Doyle v. Brown, 72 N. C., 393; Spillman v. Williams, 91 N. C., 483, 
and numerous cases there cited; Morrow v. Weed, 4 Iowa, 77; Wade on 
Notice, sec. 1370. 

As to the third ground of exception: The statute does not re- 
quire the sheriff to attest the “writ of dower” or the report of the (109) 
jury assigning the same; but if it were otherwise, the attestation 
of the report by the deputy would not render the proceeding void—it 
could only render it in such respect irregular and erroneous. 

The principal question argued before us was that as to the sufficiency 
of the return of the process in question by the deputy sheriff in his own 
name and not in that of the sheriff by him. As it appears above that we 
have not found it necessary to decide this question, not entirely free 
from doubt; regularly, as we have said, returns should be made 1 in the 
name of the sheriff by the deputy. 

It was held in Holding v. Holding, 2 Law Rep., 440, that the return 
of a subpeena in the name of the deputy was insufficient. In M *Murphey 
v. Campbell, 1 Hay. ., 181, such return was held to be sufficient, although 
irregular, and in S. v. J ohnston, tbid., 298, its sufficiency was doubted. 
In Dobson v. Murphy, 1 Dev. & Bat., 586, the Court held that such 
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officer recognized by the law. See Murfree on Sheriffs, secs. 76, 856. 
We cite these authorities here to help the convenience of reference in 
future cases in which they may be pertinent. | 

The judgment of nonsuit must be set aside, and the action tried 
according to law. 

Error. 


Cited: Spwey v. Harrell, 101 N. C., 50; Spencer v. Credle, 102 N. C., 
74; Tyson v. Belcher, vbid., 115; Whitehurst v. Transportation Co., 109 
N. C., 844; Harrison v. Hargrave, 120 N. C., 103; Oates v. Munday, 
127 N. C., 443; Lanser v. Heilig, 149 N. C., 387; Reynolds v. Cotton 
Mills, LIT N. C., 424; Clark v. Homes, 189 N. C., 707. 


(110) 
HACKNEY BROTHERS vy. PATTIE D. ARRINGTON. 


Proceedings Supplemental to Execution. 


While the statute (The Code, sec. 488), in its present form dispenses with the 
necessity that an affidavit to obtain proceedings supplemental to execution 
shall allege that the judgment debtor has no “equitable estate in land 
subject to the lien of the judgment, and that he has choses in action or 
other things of value unaffected by the lien of the judgment and incapable 
of levy,” it is still essential that it shall allege the want of known prop- 
erty liable to execution. ; 


THis was a motion to dismiss proceedings supplemental to execution, 
heard upon appeal from the clerk of the Superior Court of Wax 
County, by Shipp, J., at Chambers, 20 January, 1888. 

The plaintiff having recovered judgment before a justice of the peace 
in order to sue out supplementary proceedings for its enforcement 
against the debtor, offered an affidavit in the following terms: 

“1. That on 19 November, 1887, a judgment was duly rendered by a 
justice of the peace in Wake County, in favor of plaintiff and against 
the defendant for the sum of $252.38. 

“2. That on 21 December, a transcript of the judgment was docketed - 
in the Superior Court of Wake County, and on that day an execution 
duly issued from said court for the collection of said judgment, and said 
execution is now in the hands of the sheriff of Wake County. 

“3. That the judgment debtor Arrington resides in Wake County and 
has property which she unlawfully refuses to apply towards the satis- 
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faction of said judgment. That at. ........... Term, 1887, of the Superior 
Court of Vance County the said Arrington recovered a +ndement for the 
sum of $9,247, with interest, in the action pending in said court entitled 
Pattie Arrington v. W.N. Arrington et al., which judgment and 
‘recovery she refuses to apply to the payment of the judgment in (111) 
favor of said Hackney Bros., plaintiffs in this proceeding. 

“4. That affiant is one of the plaintiffs in said action of Hackney 
Bros. v. Pattie Arrington. 

“5. That there are no other proceedings supplementary to execution 
pending against said Pattie Arrington, to the best of affiant’s informa- 
tion and belief.” 

The order for the examination of the debtor having been issued, and 
the hearing been resumed before the clerk on 13 December, 1887, the 
defendant’s counsel moved to vacate the order on the ground of insufi- 
ciency of the affidavit upon which it was made, and the motion being 
denied, the defendant appealed to the judge. 

The examination thereupon proceeded, and the following interroga- 
tory was propounded : 

“What property have you, real or personal, or both, other than that 
set apart to you, or to which you are entitled as homestead or personal 
property exemption 2” 

The witness declined to make answer, for the reason that until the 
ruling upon the subject-matter of the appeal, the examination must be 
suspended in order to await the result; whereupon a continuance was 
ordered until 29 December, and meanwhile the restraining order, for- 
bidding the debtor “to pay, receive, transfer, dispose of, or in any way 
interfere with her property not exempt from execution,” was kept in 
force, and from this ruling the defendant again appealed. 

Upon the hearing before the judge he declared. the affidavit essentially 
defective, and that the motion to dismiss ought to have been sustained. 
From this judgment the plaintiffs appealed to this Court. 


8S. F..-Mordecat for plaintiffs. 
Spier Whitaker for defendant. 


Smiru, ©. J. The only inquiry to be here made is as to the (112) 
sufficiency of the plaintiffs’ affidavit to support the order for an 
examination of the defendant. 

In construing the provisions of the Code of Civil Procedure, sec. 264, 
and following, now contained, with some modification, in section 488 
et seq., of The Code, in the light of previous practice which they were 
intended to supersede, Rodman, J., speaking on behalf of the Court, 
says: “We think that the purpose of The Code was to give those remedies 
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toa plaintiff only in case the defendant had no known property liable to — 
execution.” McKeithan v. Walker, 66 N. C., 95. 

In Hutchason v. Symons, 67 N. C., 156, equally explicit, and almost 
the same language 1s used by Pearson, C, J: “The Court holds that the — 
purpose of The Code was to give supplemental proceedings only in case 
the debtor has no property liable to execution, or to what is in the 
nature of an execution, viz.: proceeding to enforce its sale.” 

In Weiller v. Lawrence, 81 N. C., 65, Dillard, J., uses this language: 
“It was moved to dismiss upon the ground that the affidavit of the plain- 
tiffs was insufficient to warrant the order of examination, in that whilst 
it negatived property in thé defendants liable to execution, it did not 
negative the existence of equitable interests which could be reached by 
- proceedings to enforce a sale in the nature of an execution.” | 

It was certainly necessary that the affidavit should be thus definite, as 
decided by this Court in McKeithan v. Walker, 66 N. C., 95, and 
Hutchison v. Symons, 67 N. C., 156. 

The same doctrine is reiterated and put in a more precise form in 
Hinsdale v. Sinclair, 83 N. C., 338, wherein the judge last mentioned 
says: “That to authorize the grant of an order of examination, these 
three facts must be made to appear by affidavit or otherwise, to wit: the 
want of known property liable to execution which is proved by the 
sherifi’s return of ‘unsatisfied’; the non-existence of any equitable estate 

in land within the lien of the judgment; and the existence of 
(113) property, choses in action and things of value unaffected by any 
lien and incapable of levy. e | 

And again in reiteration it is declared with eaphaces in Magruder v. 
Shelton, 98 N. C., 545, that the construction of the statute must now be 
deemed “settled” and at rest. The appellant’s counsel rely on the amend- 
ment introduced in The Code which annexes to the second paragraph of 

section 488 at its close, these words: “And the judgment creditor shall be 
entitled to the order of examination under this subdivision, and under 
subdivision one, although the judgment debtor may have an equitable 
estate in land, subject to the lien of the judgment, or may have choses in 
action or other things of value unaffected by the lien of the judgment, 
and incapable of levy.” This addition, it is contended, was made to 
remove the necessity of any averment or proof of the debtor’s possessing 
property exposed to pneeRueE, preliminary to his undergoing examina- 
tion. 

In reference to the Bae and extent of this legislative change i in the 
statute, we remark: 

1. The very words of the section preceding are reénacted in The Code — 
in the form in which they appear in the Code of Civil Procedure, and 
this with the construction given to it by the Court. 
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2. There is nothing in the amendment dispensing with the allegation 
of the nonexistence, so far as known, of property which could be sub- 
jected to execution. 

3. In the absence of any evidence of a purpose to open the way to this 
examination into the financial resources of the debtor, when he had 
ample visible property to meet the demand and the kind of remedy _ 
sought was wholly unnecessary, it can hardly be supposed that such a 
result. was intended, or it would have been clearly expressed, and not left 
to a strained inference. | | 

4, In the cases referred to, one of the conditions of relief mentioned 1s 
an averment negativing the debtor’s having any equitable estate 
in land subject to a judgment lien yet not saleable under execu- (114) 
tion, and the amendment expressly applies to this, and dispenses 
with the averment. 

5. The other kinds of property described, the possession of which must 
not obstruct the remedy, are such as are “anaffected by the lien of the 
judgment, and incapable of levy.” 

In Hutchison v. Symonds, supra, the Chief Justice, after the sentence 
we have already extracted from the opinion, proceeds to say: “And so 
if the debtor has property on which the creditor has acquired a lien, it 
must be shown either by a sale of the property, or by affidavit, that the 
property is insufficient in value to satisfy the debt; otherwise, the appli- 
cation for supplementary proceedings has not sufficient ground to rest on; 
for it: does not appear that the debt will not be made out of the property 
bound by the execution, and - a. resort to the extraordinary proceedings 
is not shown to be necessary.” 

And so one of the essential averments in H ais v. Sinclair, already 
recited, is declared to be “the nonexistence of any equitable estates in - 
land win the hen of the judgment.” | 
_ Now, it is plain that the effect of the change brought about is to dis- 
pense with any allegation that there was no such trust estate or interest 
in the debtor as is specified, and to extend it to other classes of prop- 
erty when no lien attaches, and which the officer cannot sell, in order 
to the payment of execution in his hands. But it is nowhere indi- 
cated that it was the intent of the additional enactment to permit a 
creditor to have direct resort to the redress given upon an affidavit that 
the debtor “has property which he unjustly refuses to apply. toward the 
satisfaction of the Judgment against him,’ when there was ample prop- 
erty, real and personal, which could be appropriated by a sale under 
execution to the plaintifi’s demand, and to reverse the repeated rulings 
of this Court upon the point. If such a purpose existed (and the result 

would be a very radical change in the law if it did), it was quite 
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(115) easy to give it expression, while the language used, very particular 
in its terms, says nothing which can fairly warrant such a deduc- 
tion, and we cannot assent to the argument which makes it. 

The general reasoning that has led to the ruling by which the statute 
is construed, and its true meaning arrived at, is based upon the previous 
analogous practice that prevailed in the Courts of Equity, and in order 
to its conformity thereto, of which, in the language of Dillard, J., “it is 
in part a substitute,” and this will appear by reference to Frost v. Rey- 
nolds, 4 Ired. Eq., 494; Kirkpatrick v. Means, 5 Ired. Eq., 220; Wheeler 
v. Taylor, 6 Tred. Eq., 225, and other cases. 

The ruling of the judge must therefore be affirmed, and it 1s so 
adjudged. : : 

Affirmed. 


DANIEL L. RUSSELL v, ANTHONY DAVIS anp F. D. KOONCH. 
A ppeal—Clerk of Superior Court—Certrorarr. 


1. The duties prescribed for the clerk of the Superior Court in respect to 
making and transmitting transcripts of records upon appeals are minis- 
terial, and he has no authority to pass upon the question whether the 
appeal has been perfected. . 

2. If the appellee files no exceptions to the appellant’s statement it will be 
treated as the case on appeal; if the appellee files exceptions and the 
appellant fails to have the case settled by the judge, the exceptions will 
be treated as amendments to the case on appeal. 


The facts are stated in the opinion. 


D. L. Russell and Thos. Strange for plaintcff. 
John Devereux, Jr., and 8S. W. Isler for defendants. 


(116) Merrion, J. This is an application begun by petition filed 

by the defendant at the last term of this Court for the writ of 
certiorart to compel the clerk of the Superior Court of the county of 
New Hanover to transmit to this Court the transcript of the record of an 
appeal taken by the petitioner from a judgment rendered in that court 
in favor of the plaintiff and against the petitioner at the Spring Term, 
1887, thereof. 

It appears that the petitioner duly perfected his appeal; that he ten- 
dered to the clerk of the Superior Court the costs of transmitting a 
transcript of the record thereof to the Clerk of this Court; that the 
clerk of the Superior Court refused to so transmit a transcript of the 
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- record, unless the petitioner “would consent with counsel for the plaintiff 
to a case agreed” for the “statement of the case on appeal,” or would 
request the judge to fix the time and place for “settling the case.” The 
petitioner had filed a statement of the case on appeal for this Court in 
the Clerk’s office and served a copy thereof on the appellees, and con- 
tended that the latter had not returned the same within three days as 
required by the statute (The Code, sec. 550), “with his approval or 
specific amendments endorsed or attached.” The Clerk contended other- 
wise, and that the case on appeal had not been settled by the judge as 
the statute required, and therefore he ought not to transmit a transcript 
of the record to the Clerk of this Court. 

The Clerk misconstrued the statute (The Code, sec. 551), which pro- 
vides that “The Clerk on receiving a copy of the case settled, as required 
in the preceding section, shall make a copy of the judgment roll and of 
the case, and within twenty days transmit the same duly certified to the 
Clerk of the Supreme Court.” This provision is directory. It does not 
imply when an appeal is taken that the clerk shall not transmit a 
transcript of the record if no case stated or settled on appeal shall be 
received by him. He will not ordinarily do so until the lapse of 
the time prescribed or contemplated in the next preceding section (117) 
referred to within which such case should be filed in his office; 
but if it shall not be filed within that time, or if the appellant shall 
direct him to transmit the transcript to the Clerk of this Court, it is his 
duty to do so at all events. It may be that a case stated or settled is not 
necessary, or that it is delayed or prevented by causes over which -the 
appellant has no control, to his prejudice, and he needs to have his 
appeal in this Court so that he can the better apply for such remedies as 
it can grant. The case stated or settled is not essential to the appeal. 
Nor is it the province of the clerk to determine that an appeal shall or 
shall not be sent up, nor that the case stated or settled is or is not 
sufficient. If a case stated or such case with amendments endorsed or 
attached by the appellee be filed, or a case settled by the judge be filed, 
the clerk should send a copy of the same as part of the transcript and 
this Court will determine whether they are sufficient or not and their 
effect, and exercise its authority in that respect for any proper purpose. 
The duty of the clerk in respect to the appeal is ministerial and the 
appellant has the right to have a transcript of the record thereof sent to 
this Court, when he may direct, and in the absence of special direction, 
the clerk will transmit it in the orderly course as above indicated. 

In this case, if it turns out that the copy of the case stated on appeal 
by the appellant was not duly returned with amendments endorsed or 
attached, then the case as stated by the appellant will be the case for this 
Court; if on the other hand, the same was so returned, then the case for 
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this Court will be that stated by the appellant as amended by the appel- 

lee. It may, however, turn out that there are reasons why this Court 

ought, upon application, to direct the case to be settled by the judge. But 

questions in this respect will be determined when the appeal is brought 
into this Court. 

(118) It appears that the petitioner perfected his appeal mentioned 
in the petition, and that the clerk of the Superior Court, for no 

adequate ‘cause, refused to transmit a transcript of the record thereof to 

the Clerk of this Court, as he ought to have done; he is therefore en- 

titled to have the writ of certiorart directed to that clerk commanding 

and requiring him forthwith to so transmit such transcript. 

Certiorart granted. 


Cited: Mitchell v. Haggard, 105 N. C., 174; Simmons ». one 
106 N. C., 203, 204; Booth v. Ratcliff, 107 N. C., 8; S. v. Carlton, vbid., 
957; 8. v. Price, 110 N. C., 600; Arrington v. " Arrington, 114 N.C, 
116; McDamel v. Scurlock, 115 N. C., 297; 8. v. King, 119 N. C., 910; 
Stevens v. Smathers, 123 N. C., 498. 


THE STATE ex ret. WILLIS THARINGTON anv Wire, SUSAN, v. FENNER 
THARINGTON anv R. O. PURNELL, Executor of WILLIE WINSTON.* 


Guardian and Ward—Husband and Wrfe—Reference. 


1. All the evidence taken by a referee should accompany his report, to the 
end that it may be considered by the court in reviewing his findings. 


2. A guardian will not be permitted to use more than the accruing profits of 
his ward’s estate in the maintenance and education of the ward, except 
with the sanction of the court, or in extreme cases of urgent necessity. 


3. Where a portion of the fund due the ward was from the proceeds of the 
sale of lands in 1859, and she married shortly thereafter and attained 
full age in 1861: Held, that the interest and profits accruing thereon after 
marriage belonged to the husband as tenant by the curtesy, ae the pay- 
ment to him by the guardian was proper. 


4. Where it appeared that there was a balance due a ward in 1862, in the 
hands of ah administrator; that the ward was of age and was married; 
that there was no suggestion of the insolvency of the administrator, though 
he afterwards became insolvent by the resulis of the war: Held, that 
under the peculiar circumstances the guardian was not liable for more 
than nominal damages for failure to collect from the administrator. 


*Davis, J., having been of counsel, did not sit upon the hearing of this case. 
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5. It seems that the husband and co-plaintiff of a ward will be required, in an 
action against a guardian for a settlement, to account to the latter for 
any payments made to him for his wife, though they were such for which 
the wife may not be chargeable. 


Tis is a civil action, which was tried upon exceptions to (119) 
referee’s report, before M erremon, J., at ei Term, 1887, of 
Franxiin Superior Court. 

Joshua Paschall died in the year 1856, and in December administra- 
tion on his estate was granted to Robert Paschal. 

The intestate left real and personal estate, and among his other heirs 
at law and distributees the relator Susan, a daughter being an infant; 
the defendant, Fenner Tharington, was at September Term, 1858, of 
the County Court of Franklin appointed her guardian, and entered into 
the bond with several sureties, of whom the testator of the defendant, 
R. C. Purnell was one, upon which the present action is brought for an 
account and delivery over of the trust estate. The feme plaintiff inter- 
married with the other plaintiff on 25 December, 1859, and attained 
full age in 1861. | | | 

T’he complaint and answer having been filed at January Term, 1883, 
the cause was referred to B. B. Massenburg to take and state an account 
of the administration of the trust estate in the hands of the guardian, 
and for which he is lable. 

The referee accordingly made his report setting out the admitted facts 
already cited, and finding a balance due the feme relator at that date 
of seven hundred, seventy-six dollars and sixty-four cents. It appears 
that the administrator Robert was indulged by the court in filing his 
final account from time to time, until early in 1862, when it was ren- 
dered and showed to be in his hands $4,482. 45, less commissions, $293, 
for distribution among the eight children of ‘ne intestate. The relators 
filed no exceptions to the report of the referee, but moved to 
confirm the same, while the defendants did except, and thereupon (120) 
the relators moved a recommittal of the report to the referee, to 
the end that he might report the evidence omitted, and hear further 
proofs, and, this being allowed, the defendants further except to this 
ruling and reserve the exception upon a future appeal. 

Upon the coming in of the second report of the referee, in which he 
makes no change in the account, the relators filed exceptions as follows: 

1. For that the referee does not make a separate account of the money 
derived from the sale of the ward’s real estate. They insist that this 
should have been done and that there should be no disbursement allowed 
as against this fund, except the commissions to the guardian on his 
receipts. 
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2. That the referee allows the guardian credit for payments made to 
J. A. Henly and C. C. Blacknot when there is no evidence that the 
accounts were owing by the guardian or that they were for proper and 
necessary articles; that they exceed largely the interest and profits of 
the ward’s estate, and as the further ground that these payments were 
made by the guardian after the marriage. of the relator Susan to the 

other relator, and he was not authorized by either of said relators to pay 
said debts. 

3. That the referee allowed the guardian credit for $304.44 for board 
of the relator on insufficient and incompetent evidence, it being allowed 
on the evidence of Fenner Tharington alone, the relators claiming that 
Susan lived in the family of the guardian who was her brother-in-law, | 
for a while preceding her marriage; that she went there upon his invita- 
tion, and while there her services were worth as much as her board, and 
that no charge was made against her by Fenner Tharington on that 
account until after the commencement of this action. | 

4, That the referee has allowed disbursements in excess of the interest 

and profits of the ward’s estate. | | 
(121) 5. That the referee has allowed the guardian $152.44 com- 
missions. | 

6. That he has not charged the guardian with $23 received for his 
ward from sales of wheat and charged by him in his account filed in 
1858. 

The defendants also filed exceptions as follows: 

1. That the referee admitted as evidence and acted upon the note 
executed 31 December, 1856, by Fenner Tharington and W. J. Winston 
to Robert L. Paschall, administrator of Joshua Paschall, for $930, to the 
introduction of which the defendant objected upon the ground that it 
was incompetent, irrelevant, and had nothing to do with the matter in 
controversy. 

2. To the finding that Fenner Tharington is largely indebted to the 
relator, Willis Tharington, as agent, upon the ground that said finding 
is not warranted by the evidence; on the contrary the evidence shows that 
the said Willis Tharington was largely indebted to the defendant, Fenner 
Tharington. | 

8. The defendant excepts to the finding of the referee that Fenner 
Tharington is indebted on account to the relator Susan in the sum of 
$523.58, with interest from November Term, 1862, of the County Court 
of Franklin, it being the amount due his ward as shown by the final set- 
tlement of account of Robert Paschal], administrator of Joshua Paschall, 
and this exception is upon the following grounds: 

The referee finds, and the record shows, that Robert Paschall, adminis- 
trator of Joshua Paschall, was allowed by the court, from time to time, 
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to make a settlement of his account as administrator till March Term, 
1862, of the County Court of Franklin, when the settlement of said 
accounts was had and his final account filed and approved, showing a 
balance in his hands, after paying the debts of the estate and the cost of 
administration, of $4,482.45, less $293 commissions allowed him. The 
evidence shows, and the referee finds the fact, that the relators 
intermarried on 25 December, 1859, and that relator Susan (122) 
became of age in 1861, and these defendants say that the guard- 
ianship of defendant, Fenner Tharington, having ceased, he was in no 
way liable for the distributive share of the personal property due to 
relator Susan in the hands of the administrator, R. L. Paschall, at the 
March Term, 1862, of the County Court of Franklin; that no portion 
of said distributive share came into his hands as guardian. 

4, The referee fails to credit the defendant, Fenner Tharingion, with 
$67.65, paid J. R. Glenn for the relator Willis in 1869. 

The case being heard upon the exceptions and report, the court allowed 
exception 4 of the plaintiffs, and overruled exceptions 1, 2, 3, 5 and 6, 
to which ruling, allowing exception 4, the defendants excepted. The 
court further gave judgment overruling the exceptions 1, 2, 3 and 4 of 
the defendants, to which the defendants also excepted. 

It appearing from the facts that the guardian had expended more 
money on behalf of the relator Susan than the income of the estate, the 
defendants insisted that the money so expended was spent for the actual 
necessities of the ward, but the guardian had obtained no order of court 
allowing him to infringe upon the corpus of the estate. His Honor 
ruled that the guardian could not be allowed for these expenditures on 
settlement with his ward, to which the defendants excepted. 

There was judgment for the plaintiff, and the defendants appealed. 


C. M. Cook for plaintiff. 
N.Y. Gulley for defendants. 


Situ, C. J., after stating the case: It was entirely proper that all 
the evidence before the referee should be before the court in determining 
upon his findings. There is no cause furnished to the defendants 
for complaint of the action of the judge in recommitting the (123) 
report, and it is sustained. 

It is a well-settled principle that in the management of the trust estate 
committed to the guardian, he will not be allowed to use more than the 
accruing profits in the maintenance and education of his ward, except 
with the sanction of the court, or in extreme cases and of urgent neces- 
sity. The law is so explicitly declared by the Court, Ruffin, C. J., de 
hvering the opinion, in Long v. Norcum, 2 Ired. Kq., 354, and so uni- 
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versally accepted and acted on since, that we deem it needless to look 
elsewhere for precedent or authority. 

The Court say that while it is not an inexorable rule to refuse to allow 
expenditures that encroach upon the principal estate, unless the previous 
authority to do so has been given by the Chancellor, so as to admit of 
no exceptions, as he has often taken part of the capital for the present 
benefit of the ward, and in cases where such sanction, if asked in advance, — 
would be unhesitatingly given, sustain such expenditure when made 
under the circumstances by the guardian acting without permission. 
And this may be done when, in the language of the court, “from the 
possession of the property the infant cannot be entitled to maintenance | 
as a pauper, and from mental imbecility or want of bodily health or 
strength he cannot be maintained from the profits of his property, nor 
put out apprentice and maintained by his master. In such a case, while 
there is any part of the estate, it must be used to keep the unfortunate 
infant alive.” 

In that case the property consisted of a single slave worth, perhaps, 
$300, and during the guardianship others were born until their aggre- 
gate value was nearly $1,500, and the principal was not only not dimin- 
ished by the disbursement, but largely augmented in value, so that if the 
increase be considered, there was in fact no encroachment upon the 

principal. 
(124) There are no such necessities shown in the present case, and the 
general rule must prevail. It may be that an investment in the 
education and training of the infant for the duties and pursuits of 
mature life would be, and generally it is, far more valuable to him than 
the money thus expended would be if retained and paid him after arrival 
at age, but until the General Assembly shall otherwise provide, the law 
must be, enforced as it has come down from the past, and infants must, 
beyond income, make their own struggles to acquire knowledge, or their 
guardian must expend their moneys, and in the words of the opinion, 
“depend on the sense of honor and justice of the ward and his living to 
come of age.” 

In this connection, however, it may be observed that the proceeds of 
the sale of land in the distribution among the tenants is principal, and 
the accruing profits or interest thereon could be used in the support of 
the ward up to the time of her marriage, and that, thereafter arising, 
would belong to the husband as tenant by the curtesy, and, if received 
by him, could not constitute a claim against the guardian. 

We are next to consider the matters embraced in the overruled excep- 
tions of the defendant to the account. | 

The first and second of defendant’s exceptions are overruled, the irrele- 
vancy of the objectionable testimony, not having so far as we can see any 
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misleading tendency upon the mind of the referee, and the other too | 
vague in terms. Currie v. McNeill, 83 N. C., 176; Morrison v. Baker, 
81 N.C., 76. 

The third exception to the report is that the guardian is charged with 
the entire amount of the feme relator’s distributive share in her father’s 
estate, when it never went into his hands. 

The ground of this exception is that no final account was filed by the 
administrator until 1862, more than two years after marriage, when the 
fund, under the law then in force, became the property of the 
husband on his reducing it to possessions, and that the loss from (125) 
insolvency is the result of his neglect and delay in collecting and 
not that of the guardian, and this on the principle enunciated in S. v. 
Skinner, 3 Ired., 564. 

This case decides that the mere neglect of a collecting officer to collect _ 
a solvent debt—it remaining good and no actual loss sustained by reason 
of the delay, such as the intervention of the statute of limitations and 
the like—until the making the change by statute. Rev. Code, ch. 78, 
sec. 3, did not charge him with the debt, but only with nominal damages. 
See, also, Walley v. Hure, 8 Jones, 320. 

Again, while it does not distinctly appear in the report that Robert, 
the administrator, was entirely solvent when his final account was ren- 
dered and the debt could have been collected, it seems to have been so 
assumed by the referee and that insolvency afterwards supervened in 
consequence of the general wreck of property brought about by the war; 
and while the plaintiff Willis, by his inaction, is quite as blamable for 
‘the loss as the guardian, it may be that letting the indebtedness rest upon 
the security of the administration bond, seemed to both as safe a course 
of action as collecting the money would have been, and the general de- 
struction of property and especially of the currency in use that followed, 
- seems to justify what was done, or rather left undone. We do not think 
the defendants should be held liable for more than nominal damages for 
the imputed neglect to have a settlement with the administrator, and 
especially in view of the subsequent course of the husband in letting the 
debt remain, the contrary of which would be to make the guardian an 
insurer or guarantor. 

The last exception, in view of what is said, becomes of no a ee 
in the result. 

The guardian is charged with the money dsivel from the sale (126) 
of the land, and interest thereon. The interest is income and 
should be applied to the disbursements and charges for the ward’s sup- 
port, and if consumed thereby, the guardian is not chargeable therefor. 
And so since the marriage and during the husband’s life, he, as tenant 
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by the curtesy, is entitled to the accrued interest, his wife only to the 
unimpaired principal at his death. 

The referee finds that in general terms the defendant Fenner is per- 
sonally indebted to the relator Willis, and then very properly holds, that 
as the action is upon the guardian bond, these personal accounts between 
them are outside the reference, and he disregards them. 

The defendant Fenner in his answer, says he never received any of 
his ward’s personal estate, and that the money derived from the land 
was expended in part for the feme relator, and the residue for her 
husband, and that to this extent he is primarily liable in exoneration of 
himself, and that he is solvent. 

The facts in reference to this matter are not before us in the report, 
and to enable us to pass on the question, ought to be ascertained. If it be 
true, it would not relieve the guardian from the consequences of his mal- 
administration of the trust, but to avoid another suit, this liability, if 
incurred by said Willis, should be adjusted in the action. 

The lability of a husband to account to the heire at law of his de- 
ceased wife for a fund received by him from a sale of her land is decided 
in the case of Scull v. Jernigan, 2 Dev. & Bat. Eq., 144. This inquiry 
may be determined upon a rereference, rendered necessary in reforming 
the account according to this opinion. | 

To this end the cause is remanded and judgment reversed. 

Error. 


Cited: Duffy v. Williams, 133 N. C., 196. 


(127) | 
THOMAS BOWEN vy. EMMA FOX, Execurrrx or WILLIAM FOX. 


Appeal—C ertriorart—N egligence. 


1. fé seems that the proper way to obtain relief against a judgment of the 
Supreme Court dismissing an appeal, where the dismissal turned upon a 
question of law, is by a petition to rehear and not by a motion to reinstate. 


2. A motion to reinstate an appeal will not be allowed, nor will a certiorari 
be granted where it appears that the appellant has lost his appeal by neg- 
ligently failing to give the necessary undertaking. within the prescribed 
time. 


3. A memorandum of the clerk, evidently not made by the order of the court, 
appearing in the record proper, will not be allowed to prevail over a dis- 
tinct statement of fact in the case on appeal. 


(Davis, J., dissenting.) 
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Tuis was a motion to reinstate an appeal and the writ of certiorar: 
made at this term. _ 
‘The case is stated in the opinion. 


Geo. H. Snow for plaintrff. 
J.B. Batchelor and John Devereux, Jr., for defendant. 


Merzimon, J. The plaintiff obtained judgment against the defendant 
in the Superior Court of the county of Vance at May Term, 1887, from 
which the defendant appealed to this Court. By consent of counsel, the 
defendant had until the first day of July following to give the necessary 
undertaking on appeal, but such undertaking was not given until 22 
August next thereafter. 

At the Fall Term of 1887 of this Court, the appeal having been dock- 
eted here, the plaintiff moved to dismiss the same upon the ground that 
the undertaking on appeal had not been given within the time allowed 
by law as extended by the parties, and the motion was allowed. Bowen v. 
Fox, Ex., 98 N. C., 396. 

At the present term the defendant moved to reinstate the appeal (128) 
on the docket, and have the same heard and determined, suggest- 
ing that it had been improvidently dismissed, and the court’s attention 
was directed to an entry on the record in respect to the appeal in these 
words: “It is allowed upon his giving bond according to law in the 
sum of $50, with A. ©. Zollicoffer as surety, said bond is duly executed, 
and is herewith sent.” But it likewise appears in the case stated on_ 
appeal that “by consent of plaintiff’s counsel defendant is given until 
the first day of July next to file said undertaking.” 

And it was conceded on the argument of the motion to dismiss the 
appeal, that the undertaking was not given until 22 August, 1887; 
it is so stated in the defendant’s petition for the writ of certiorai, 
presently to be considered, and it so appears from the affidavits filed with 
this petition. There is no question that the undertaking was in fact not 
given until the day last mentioned. But it is earnestly contended that 
the court is bound by the recital in the record first above recited—that 
the record is conclusive. 

There might be more plausibility in this contention if the recital 
affirmatively appeared to be that of the court, or that the entry was made 
by its order; but it is manifest that the material part of it was simply a 
memorandum of the clerk, whose duty it was to take the undertaking. 
He made the minute, no doubt, on the day the undertaking was given, 
without entering the date of the same. The last sentence of it could 
have no consistency with any pertinent order of the court. Indeed, it 
did not need to have been put on the record at all. It noted nothing to 
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be done by the court and nothing to be attributed to it, unless it ap- 

_ peared in some affirmative way to be of it. The case stated on appeal 

states the facts, no doubt, and it is not inconsistent with the record: 
proper, or the facts of the matter apart from the record. 

(129) As it is not the duty of the court to receive the undertaking, if 
it does, as it may, this must appear—not by implication—but 

affirmatively. S. v. Wagner, 91 N. C., 521. So that the motion to rein- 

state the appeal upon the docket cannot be allowed. 

It may be questioned whether a motion to reinstate on the docket an 
appeal dismissed, is a proper remedy, where the dismissal turned upon a 
question of law raised. It would seem that in such case the proper 
remedy would be an application to rehear the motion to dismiss. | 

The case of Wiley v. Logan, 94 N. C., 564, was not like this one. 
The appeal in that case was dismissed upon the ground that the record 
had not been printed—simply the requirement of a rule of court had not 
been complied with—and a motion to reinstate the appeal was considered 
and allowed at the term next after the dismissal. It referred to neglect 
_ of counsel in this Court in respect to matters that ordinarily do not come 
within the sphere of professional duty. 

The defendant also filed her petition praying that the writ of cer- 
ttorart be allowed in her favor as a substitute for her appeal so lost. We 
are constrained to deny this application. It is not suggested that the 
appeal was lost or that the petitioner suffered prejudice in respect thereto 
by anything said or done by the plaintiff or his counsel. The defendant 
made her counsel her agent to give the necessary undertaking, and she 
must be bound by his laches. She and he resided in the town of Hen- 
derson, near the office of the clerk whose duty it was to take it. It might 
have. been given in ten minutes. The time to give it was extended by 
consent of plaintiff more than a month, yet it was not given until after 
the lapse of more than two months. The excuse given for such delay 1s, 
that the agent was absent in a distant city attending his wife who was © 

ill, and there for medical treatment until after the lapse of the 
(130) time allowed. It does not appear that his absence was really 

necessary or continuous. But on the contrary, it appears that he 
was not there continuously; that he was at his place of business, and — 
“attended to considerable legal business in law office” during that time. 
Moreover, it appears that he had a clerk in his office and several associate 
counsel—one of them residing in the same town, and the others within 
easy reach of it. He might easily, if he found it inconvenient for any 
cause to give his personal attention to the matter of the undertaking, 
have requested one of them to give it prompt attention. It does not 
appear that he did. To file the undertaking required but a few minutes, 
but it was important—emergent—to file it within the time allowed. The 
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failure to do so was not constrained; there was manifest neglect in con- 
templation of law, whether it was occasioned by inadvertence or forget- 
fulness, and as a consequence important rights of the plaintiff super-_ 
venéd that are not within our control. We are not at liberty to overlook 
such neglect of the defendant, while the plaintiff insists upon his rights 
growing out of it. The authorities cited and relied upon by counsel of 
the plaintiff are strongly in point. Winborn v. Byrd, 92 N. C., 7; 
Churchill v. Insurance Co., tbid., 485; Turner v. Quinn, rbid., 501. 

The motion to reinstate the appeal must be denied, and the petition 
dismissed. a 


Davis, J., dissenting: [ cannot concur in the refusal to grant the 
writ of certiorart. Accepting the construction placed by this Court upon 
. chapter 121 of the Acts of 1887 as settled by the decision in this case at 
the last term, and without questioning that decision, I think the affidavits 
and the record made a part of the affidavit of the defendant disclose 
facts which entitle the defendant to the writ. 

It appears from the record that the security offered when the (131) 
appeak was taken was accepted as sufficient, the bond was executed 
before the appeal was sent up, so no harm came or could have come to 
the appellee by reason of the fact that it was not executed within the 
time named ; for it was not a bond to stay execution, and that could have 
been issued as well after as before the execution of the bond for costs. 

If the merits are with the plaintiff, he is protected and can lose noth- 
ing by the trial; but if with the defendant, as she alleges, then she suffers 
loss without remedy, by a failure to comply, technically, with the letter 
of a statute strictly construed, which, I think, was intended to secure the 
trial of causes upon their merits, and which should therefore be liberally 
construed. 


Cited: Griffin v. Nelson, 106 N. C., 288; Graves v. Hines, ibid., 327; 
S. v. Wheeler, 185 N. C., 672. 


WILMINGTON & WELDON RAILROAD COMPANY y. C. C. SMITH. | 
Condemnation of Land-—A ppraisement—Presumption. 


1. The sum assessed against the owner of land over which a railroad is con- 
structed, for benefits arising therefrom, cannot exceed that which may be 
assessed in his favor for damages, and must be for those benefits which 
are special to the owner, and not such as he shares in common with other 
persons. | ' 2 car 
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2. It is not necessary that the commissioners appointed to assess benefits and 
damages should set forth in their award the particulars in which they 
consisted ; and nothing to the contrary appearing, it will be presumed that 
they acted upon the proper rules in estimating the assessments. 


Tuis is a summary proceeding to condemn land, which was heard 
upon exceptions to report of commissioners by Me erremon, J., at Fall 
Term, 1887, of Nasu Superior Court. 
(182) The plaintiff company proposing to run a branch railroad from 
a point at Rocky Mount on its own track towards and by the 
town of Nashville in its southwestern extension, and being unable to 
come to an agreement with the defendant as to the purchase of the right 
of way over the lands owned by him in the line of survey, applied to the 
_ Superior Court for the appointment of five commissioners to examine 
the land to be condemned and assess the value thereof in damages to the © 
defendant, as also the value in benefits to accrue thereto from the con- 
struction of the road. | 

No answer was put into the petition, and the order of appointment as 
asked, and for the purposes mentioned, was accordingly made, and with 
the consent of the defendant, who had been duly served with notice of the 
intended application. 

The commissioners, or “jurors” as they are called in the record, met 
on the premises, the ‘defendant being present, examined the same and 
made report as follows: 

“We the undersigned jurors, appointed by John T. Morgan, clerk of 
the Superior Court of Nash County, to assess the damages on C. C. 
Smith’s lands by reason of the railroad running through the same, do 
hereby make the following report: 


Damages, $12.50 per acre... ccc ces ceeeetteeecsteetetetveeeees $ 92.75 
Benefit derived from said road......000......cccc cece eeeteeeeeseeteteeeteee 300.00 
All of which is respectfully submitted. | 
22 Sept., ’86.” (Signatures. ) 


The defendant filed exceptions to the report, which may be sum- 
marized thus: ‘ 

1. For that too low an estimate is put upon the value of the land. 
(This exception was afterwards withdrawn. ). 

2. For that in the estimate of accruing benefits the defendant’s claim 
to compensation for the easement acquired is extinguished, and that 
entering into the excessive valuation were benefits not specially pertain- 

ing to him considered and acted on. The clerk, exercising the 
(133) functions of the Superior Court, after a recital of the proceed- 
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ing in his adjudication, overruled the exception, confirmed the report 
and condemned the “seven and one-half acres” described in the report 
for the uses of the railroad, from which the defendant appealed to the 
Superior Court in term time. Upon the hearing before the judge he 
rendered the following judgment : 

“This cause coming on to be heard, the defendant qihivey his: excep- 
tions to so much of the report as ree the amount of damages at $12.50 
per acre for seven and one-half acres, $92.75, and moved for judgment 
for said sum, with interest from 22 September, 1886. The court being 
of the opinion that the charge for benefits was too vague, in that the 
report does not state of what the benefits consisted, offered to the plain- 
tiff to recommit the matter to the jury, to the end that they might state 
the particular benefits derived, the plaintiffs declining to ask for this: 

It is therefore ordered and adjudged by the court, that the defendant 
recover of the plaintiff ninety-two dollars and soyenhy ae cents ($92.75), 
with interest thereon from 22 September, 1886, and the cost of this 
proceeding. 

From this Judgment the ee appealed. 


J. Battle for plaanteff. 
C. M. Cook filed a brief for defendant. 


Smiru, O. J., after stating the case: There is no controversy as to the 
regularity of the proceeding for the condemnation to the use of the plain- 
tiff of the right of way over the defendant’s land for the purpose of 
constructing and operating the projected branch road, and the only point 
brought up for review is the rejection of the estimate of advantages to 
the defendant because of the vagueness in the report. | 

It is not disputed, but in the briefs of counsel of the respective (134) 
parties conceded, that the benefits conferred upon the owner of 
the land from the building of the road, the value of which is to go in the 
lessening his claim for damages resulting from taking and condemning 
his property, are not such as he shares in common with other landowners 
or near residents, but such as are special to himself, and the allowance 
cannot extend beyond the extinguishment of the claim for compensation 
for the property taken, nor constitute a counterclaim for the excess. 
Asheville v. Johnston, 71 N. C., 399, and other cases referred to in 
appellant’s brief. 

But it 1s assumed in the absence of any evidence to the contrary, and 
we think rightfully assumed, that the commissioners understood and 
acted upon the proper rule in estimating the value of these benefits, inas- 
much as the defendant was present and did not then insist upon a 
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different rule of admeasurement of the benefits, nor does he state that 
ground of objection in his excepaon to the report, at least with any par- 
ticularity, 1f at all. 

The exception is for that the commissioners in the assessment took 
into consideration the supposed benefits which might arise from the 
construction of said branch road, and while they said the defendant’s 
land was damaged to the extent of seven acres at $12.50 per acre, they 
extinguished it in the estimate of benefits “which defendant 1s advised 
and believes is unlawful.” 

We do not concur in the opinion of the judge that greater particu- 
larity is required, and that the report ought to have shown in what the 
“benefits” estimated consists. A general verdict is sufficient unless error 
enters into it, and if such there were it ought to appear. . The response 
meets the error, and if it did not objection should have been made when 
the report was submitted. 

There is error, and this will be certified for further action in the 
court below. 

Error. 


(135) 
| E. G. McDANIEL y. ROBERT ALLEN ert AL. 


A gricultural Inen-——Mortgage—Clavm and Delivery—Judgment— 
Contract—H vidence. 


Where A., the tenant of P., executed to M. an agricultural lien to secure ad- 
vances on the crops to be grown on the land of P., and the latter at the 
same time agreed with M. to release three bales of cotton to be grown, and 
upon which he claimed he held a prior lien: Held, 


1. That the declarations of P. made after suit was brought that M.. should 
have the three bales of cotton, was irrelevant. 


2. That as no particular bales of cotton had been specifically set apart to be 
released by P., M. could not maintain an action against him for the 
recovery thereof: and that his Eemces if any, was for the breach of 
contract to release. 


Crvin action for the recovery of personal property, tried before 
Connor, J., at March Term, 1887, of the Superior Court of Jonus 
County. 

In February, 1883, the defendant Allen executed to the plaintiff an 
agricultural lien on the crops of corn, cotton, etc., to be raised by him 
“during the year 1883, on the lands of J. C. Parker, or elsewhere,” to 
secure advancements to the amount of $300. By the same instrument 
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there was also conveyed two horses, a buggy and other personal property 
as additional security. At the same time J. C. Parker wrote to the 
plaintiff as follows: “I will release three bales of cotton for Bob to pay 
you on the horse he bought of you; the bales shall weigh 500 each.” It 
is admitted that “Bob” meant the defendant Allen. 

On the same day that the summons was issued in this action the 
plaintiff sued out claim and delivery for the personal property men- 
tioned in the lien executed to him by the defendant: Allen, and it was 
seized by the sheriff. 

The crop was replevied by the defendant Parker, and the tis: per- 
sonal property was delivered to the plaintiff. 

After the complaint was filed, the defendants Parker & Sim- 
mons were permitted to tiioepload: and they filed an answer (136) 
alleging ownership of the crops in themselves. 

At Spring Term, 1887, the plaintiff filed an amended complaint alleg- 
ing indebtedness of defendant Allen for supplies advanced to enable him 
to make a crop in 1883, on the lands of the defendant Parker. 

The defendants, Parker & Simmons, also filed an amended answer, in 
which it is admitted that the defendant Parker agreed to release his 
claim as landlord to three bales of cotton to be raised by Allen to be 
applied to the payment of a horse sold to said Allen by the plaintiff, but 
_ they say the plaintiff had other. security primarily liable for said debt, 
which he had seized and sold and purchased himself, and which should 
be so applied. 

The plaintiff introduced as evidence the lien nt also sataded the | 
mortgage of personal property, the paper written by Parker releasing 
three bales of cotton, the note of Allen for $300, and also himself as a 
witness, to show that he sold to Allen a horse and buggy and took the 
note for $300 and the mortgage and release from Parker;:that Allen 
was Parker’s tenant, and used the horse in making the crop; that he 
made no other advancements; that he seized and sold the personal prop- 
erty for $140, and that Allen eo him $188 on his note; that more than 
three bales of cotton were raised by Allen, and three ales were worth 

$142. 

For the defendants, Parker & Simmons, there was evidence to show 
indebtedness from Allen to them to a considerable amount, which was 
a lien upon or secured by a mortgage on the crop. 

The plaintiff was recalled as a witness, and offered to show that after 
the cotton was seized the defendant Parker promised that he’ sltould 
have three bales of cotton. 

This was objected to by the defendants as irrelevant, and excluded by 
the court, and plaintiffs excepted. | 
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(137) The following i issues were tendered by the plaintiff and assented 
| to by defendants: 

“Ts the plaintiff the owner and entitled to the possession of three bales 
of cotton of the crop if made by Robert Allen during the year 1883 on 
the lands of defendants?” 

The court instructed the jury that upon the téstimony the plaintiff 
was not entitled to recover. The plaintiffs excepted. 

The plaintiffs moved for Judgment against Robert Allen for $188 and 
for the personal property described in the complaint, the same having 
been delivered to hint, the plaintiff, by the sheriff. This judgment was, 
without objection, rendered. The plaintiff then moved for judgment 
‘against the sureties on the undertaking given by defendant. The court 
denied this motion, because it was conceded that the plaintiff had taken 
possession of and sold the property. The plaintiff excepted. . 

The court then rendered the Judgment which appears in the record. 
Plaintiff appealed. 


8. W. Isler for plaintiff. 
Clement Manly for defendants. 


Davis, J., after stating the case: The first exception was to the exclu- 
sion of the evidence of the plaintiff offered to show that after the cotton 
was seized the defendant Parker promised that he should have three 
bales of cotton. | 

This is not an action against Parker for a refusal to comply with a 
contract or promise to deliver three bales of cotton, but an action of 
claim and delivery, and the only issue presented is as to the right of the . 
plaintiff to the possession of three bales of cotton of the crop made by 
“ ‘Bob’ Allen during the year 1883 on the land of the defendant.” If 
Parker had agreed to deliver three bales of cotton to the plaintiff under 
a contract of sale, or if he had conveyed to the plaintiff by mortgage 

three bales of cotton, or if, as was proposed to be shown in this. 
(138) case, ‘he had promised that the plaintiff should have three bales 

of cotton, it would only have given to him the right to sue for 
the value of three bales of cotton if not delivered. There were no 
specific three bales of cotton identified and separated from all other 
cotton conveyed to the plaintiff, or promised to him, and to which he 
was entitled to possession. To entitle him to claim and delivery the 
cotton must be identified. © | | 

This has been well settled since the “Buggy Case.” Blakely v. 
Patrick, 67 N. O., 40; Atkinson v. Graves, 91 N. C., 99, and cases cited. 
Concede that, as against Allen, who executed the agricultural lien, the 
crop to be raised “during the year 1883 on the lands of J. C. Parker or 
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elsewhere,” was sufficiently definite, as insisted by the plaintiff, to enable 
him to maintain claim and delivery against Allen for the crop so raised, 
it could give no such right against Parker upon his alleged promise that 
the plaintiff should “have three bales of cotton”; as against him, the 
plaintiff at most could only have a chose in action, and it was in this 
view only that the case of Threadgill v. McLendon, 76 N. C., 24, and 
other cases cited by counsel for the plaintiff, were applicable. 

The evidence offered was properly excluded as irrelevant to the issue. 

We can see no error in the instruction of his Honor that upon the 
testimony the plaintiff was not entitled to recover, nor can we see any 
error in the refusal of the court to give judgment against the sureties 
on the undertaking given by the defendant. Only the crop was replevied 
by the defendant Parker, and as to that the plaintiff was not entitled to 
- possession. | 
The other property had been delivered to the plaintiff and sold by him. 
No error. | | Affirmed. 


| Cited: Boone v. Darden, 109 N. C., 77; Mizell v. Ruffin, 113 N. C., 
23; Moore v. Brady, 125 N. C., 38; Pfeifer v. Israel, 161 N. C., 430; 
Milling Co. v. Stevens, ibid., 512. 


(189), 


THE MERCANTILE TRUST AND DEPOSIT COMPANY OF BALTIMORE 
nr AL. v. ATLANTIC AND NORTH CAROLINA RAILROAD COM- 
PANY Ef AL. | 


Lrust and Trustees—M ortgage. 


1. A provision in a deed that the trustees therein named—to whom the prop- 
erty is conveyed to secure an indebtedness—shall be entitled to just com- 
pensation for all services which they may render under the trust, to be 
paid by the vendor, creates no lien on the property conveyed for such 
compensation. 


2. It seems that ordinarily a court will not decree a release and satisfaction 
of the indebtedness and property until a proper compensation has been 
made to the trustees. 


Tus is a civil action, heard before Merrimon, J., upon a motion for 
judgment upon the pleadings, at September Term, 1887, of Wayne ~ 
- Superior Court. 

' The plaintifis alleged i in substance that the defendant corporation, in 
1868, executed to Thomas Bragg, James Bryce and the defendant, J. F. 
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Pickerell, a mortgage upon its roadbed, franchise and other property to 
secure a bonded indebtedness of about two hundred thousand dollars; 
that two of the trustees, Bragg and Bryce, having died, the defendant 
John H. Dillard was appointed in the stead in pursuance of a provision — 
in the mortgage; that the indebtedness thus secured has been fully paid 
and discharged chiefly by the delivery to the secured creditors of other 
bonds issued by the defendant corporation and secured by mortgage in 
the year 1887; that they are the owners or have some interest in the last 
named bonds, but cannot negotiate the same because the defendant 
trustees refuse to execute proper deeds of release and in discharge of the 
former mortgage. They ask that the court adjudge that the original 
| indebtedness is paid and the mortgage to secure it be canceled, ete. 
(140) The defendant corporation admits all the allegations in the 
complaint and does not resist the relief demanded, but the defend- 
ant trustees, while admitting the payment of the bonds as alleged, aver 
that by the terms of the mortgage they are entitled to compensation for 
their services, which is a lien upon the property conveyed, and which 
has never been paid; and that they ought not to be gas a to execute 
any release until their demands are satisfied. _ : 

“The answer and replication were filed 16 September, 1887, On same 
day the plaintiff moved for judgment, which was resisted by defendant’ 
Pickerell on the ground that the matter was not properly before his 
Honor at this term, and that no judgment could be rendered until the 
determination of the action. His Honor made the following order or 
judgment: 

“This action coming on to be heard at this term of the court, upon 
the complaint and answer heréin, by which it is admitted that the mort- 
gage debt secured by the mortgage of 1868 has been paid: It is ordered 
and adjudged that upon the plaintifi’s filing, or causing to be filed, with 
the clerk, to be approved by him, a justified bond in the sum of $10,000, 
to secure the payment of such sum as Pickerell shall recover in this 
action, a8 compensation as trustee, the mortgage or deed of trust, exe- 
cuted in 1868 by the Atlantic and North Carolina Railroad Company to 
J. F. Pickerell, James Bryce and Thomas Bragg, shall be deemed to be 
fully discharged and satisfied, and the same shall be canceled; and the 
elerk shall, upon the filing said justified bond, cause to be recorded in 
the register’s office of Wayne, Lenoir, Jones, Craven and Carteret 
counties a copy of this judgment, and that the same shall have the same 
force and effect as a formal satisfaction of record of said mortgage or 
deed of trust made by the present trustees, John H. Pickerell and John 

H. Dillard; and this action be retuned: for further directions.’ ad 
(141) From eit the defendant Pickerell appealed. | 
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J oe W. Hinsdale for plaintiffs. 
_ d. B. Batchelor for del cada Pickerell. 


 Merrimon, J. The sibiocwuane: of this action is wholly aquitatle 
in its nature, the purpose being to have a mortgage of the defendant cor- 
‘poration therein named, which had been in effect discharged by the 
payment of the debt secured by it, formally discharged by proper 
acknowledgment of the trustees named in it. The principal parties are 
the plaintiff and the defendant corporation, and the latter answering 
confesses the complaint. The appellant, who is one of the trustees of 
the mortgage, while admitting 1 in his answer that the mortgage debt has 
been paid, insists that he is entitled to be compensated the sum of five | 
thousand dollars for his services as such trustee, and that he has a lien 
‘upon the property embraced by the mortgage, which cannot be discharged 
until his compensation shall be ascertained and paid. He claims that 
his lien arises by virtue of the following provision of the mortgage: 
“That each of the said trustees shall be entitled to just compensation for 
all services which he in common with his associates, or either of them, or 
otherwise, may hereinafter render under the trust created by these 
presents, which compensation shall be paid by the party of the first — 
part,” who was the defendant corporation. 

This provides for compensation, but there is no provision or ‘clause of 
the mortgage that such compensation shall constitute a part of the mort- 
gage debt, or that it shall be a lien of any nature upon the property 
embraced by the mortgage. The most that could be‘ claimed was that 

the court, when its aid should be asked, would not, in the exercise of a 
sound and just discretion, compel the trustees to acknowledge the satis- 
faction and discharge of the mortgage until reasonable compensation to 
them should be paid by the mortgagor. The court would probably 

thus protect and help the trustee in a case like this, but this (142) 
source of protection was not-a lien on the property; it is simply 

a power of the court to compel fair dealing, not to be so exercised as to 
do prejudice to any party interested. This seems to have been the view 
taken and acted upon by the court below. The defendant admitted the 
plaintifi’s cause of action, and was content that a proper judgment 
_ should be enteréd at the appearance term. 

This might be done by consent—indeed, the. plaintiff might move, as 
of right to have judgment, because nothing was left to be tried. The 
objection and exception of the appellant were therefore unfounded, cer- 
tainly in so far as they applied to the appellee and the defendant cor- 
poration. They consented to and desired the judgment, and do not com- 
_ plain of the requirement that the bond shall be given for the appellant’s 
benefit. | 
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The judgment as to the appellant was interlocutory, and the bond 
required was for his benefit—intended to secure the payment of such 
sum of money as the court, on the final hearing, may adjudge due to him 
for compensation. 

The action as to him will be tried in the ordinary course of Aeecetars 
He contends that the court could not substitute the bond required by 
the order appealed from for and thus discharge his lien upon the mort- 

gage property. We need not say that he could or could not. As we 
~ have seen, he had no such lien; but if he had, his right remains to be 
litigated in the further progress ‘of the action. 

_ The error complained of is unfounded, and the exception is not sus- 
tained. Let this opinion be certified to the Superior Court, to the end 
that further proceedings may be had in the action aceora ne to law. 

Affirmed. 


(143) | | | 
H. G. SPEIGHT vy. JOHN H. JENKINS anp Wire. 


Pleading—Demurrer—Action to Recover Land. 


1. Where the complaint contains several causes of action, the defendant may 
answer as to some and demur to the others, but he cannot demur to one 
allegation and answer other allegations in the same cause of action. The 
answer or demurrer must embrace the entire cause of action. ; 


2. If any one allegation is defective it extends to the whole of that cause of 
action, and a demurrer will be sustained. 


3. In an action to recover land it is sufficient if the complaint distinctly de- 
scribes the land and alleges that the defendant is in the unlawful pos- | 
session and refuses to surrender, without setting forth what particular 
portion he withholds. | . 


Civin action, tried before Shipp, J., at Fall Term, 1887, uf GREENE 
Superior Court. 

The plaintiff’s ania alleged i in the first section that he was the 
owner of a tract of land containing 184 acres, describing it by metes and 
bounds; and in the second, “that the defendants are unlawfully in pos- - 
session of some three or five acres of the said described land and unlaw- 
fully and wrongfully withholds the same from him.” The defendants 
demurred to the second section of the complaint and for cause of de- 
murrer said “that the first allegation of the complaint deseribes a tract 
of land said to contain 184 acres, and the allegation contained in the 
second demurred to, ‘that the defendants are unlawfully in possession | 
of some three or four acres of the said described land and unlawfully 
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and wrongfully withholds the same from him,’ does not sufficiently 
describe what part of said 184 acres of land the defendants are alleged 
to be in possession of, and is too uncertain a description.” 

Upon the hearing, ‘the court being of the opinion that the description - 
“was sufficient, overruled the demurrer, to which the defendants excepted. — 

The defendants were allowed to answer, and the jury having 
found all the issues in favor of the plaintiff, judgment was ren- (144) 
dered in his favor, and the defendants appealed to the Supreme 
Court. , , 


No anee for plaintrff. 
W. C. Munroe for defendants. 


Merrrimon, - . The complaint alleged a single cause of action. 

The defendants answered except as to the second allegation of the 
complaint, and as to this he demurred. As the demurrer applied to a 
single allegation of the cause of action it was insufficient and the court 
might have disregarded it. A party cannot answer as to some of the 
allegations of a cause of action and demur as to others. The demurrer 
must embrace the whole, else it will be bad. If there be several causes 
of action alleged, the party defending may answer as to one and demur | 
as to another. The pleading as to each cause of action must have unity 
and consistency. Each allegation must be taken in connection with the | 
other and the whole together, so that if there is a single allegation fatally 
defective it extends to the whole, and a demurrer should embrace the 
whole. Ransom v. McClees, 64 N. ©., 17; Sumner v. Young, 65 N. C., 
579; Von Glahn v. DeRosset, 76 N. G, 299, 7 

But we think that if the pleading had been sufficient, the objection was 
unfounded. The complaint alleged that the plaintiff was the owner and 
entitled to the possession of a tract of land specifically described—that . 
the defendant was unlawfully in possession of a part thereof, three or 
five acres—and wrongfully withheld the same from him. The alleged 
ownership and the extent thereof as to boundary was thus pointed out to 
the defendant, and he knew, or might have known, whether or 
not he was in possession of any part thereof sar could have (145) 
made his defense, if he had any. 

If on the trial the plaintiff proved his allegations to be true, he was 
entitled to recover, whether the possession of the defendant extended to 
the whole tract, to three, five or fifty acres. The allegation that the 
| possession of the defendant extended to three or five acres was an un- 
necessary, immaterial, redundant allegation. 

_ The leading material allegation was that the plaintiff was the owner 
and entitled to the possession of the land described, and the defendant 


135 


IN THE SUPREME COURT. — [99 


OusBY v. NEAL. 


was unlawfully in possession of some part of it and refused to surrender 
the same. The extent of the possession was not material. If for some 
possible reason the extent of the possession had become material, the 
defendant might have asked the court to make the description more 
definite. | | 

Generally, the pleadings in actions to recover land, under the present 
method of procedure, are very simple, brief and comprehensive, A 
leading object of them is to avoid technicalities and afford the parties 
large opportunity to prove title in any way they may properly be able 
to do. If in some cases they fail to give such precise information to the 
opposing party as may be fairly necessary, the court will, upon applica- 
tion, require the particular allegation or the pleading somplained of to 
be made more precise. Johnston v. Pate, 83 N. C., 110; Fitzgerald v. 
Shelton, 95 N. C., 519 ; Fuchards v. Smath, 98 N. C., "509. 

Affirmed. 


Cited: Bryan v. Spivey, 106 N. C., 99. 


(146) 
JAMES L. OUSBY er at. v. JAMES B. NEAL Et At. 


~— Injunction—Receiver. 


While the act of 1885 (ch. 401), dispenses with the necessity for an allegation 
of insolvency of the persons against whom an injunction is sought to 
restrain. a trespass continuous in its nature, or the cutting of timber trees, 
it does not limit the discretion of the court to make such orders as may 
be necessary to protect the rights of the parties pending the litigation ; 
and where the trespass is admitted or proved, the court should require 
the defendants to execute a bond to secure the plaintiffs against any dam- 
ages they may recover upon the final determination of the action, and 
upon failure to do so, appoint a receiver or make such other order as may 
be necessary to secure the rights of the parties. _ 


THIs was a motion to dissolve a restraining order, granted in an action 
pending in Carteret Superior Court, heard herons Avery, J., in 
Chambers, on 1 December, 1887. 

The plaintiffs allege that they are the owners of a tract of land. 
described in the complaint, situated in the county of Carteret, containing 
four hundred acres, more or less; that the defendants, by their agents, 
etc., after having beet forbidden by the plaintiffs so to do, have tres- 
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passed upon therland by cutting down the timber trees growing thereon, 
selling and carrying off the same, and are now trespassing and cutting 
timber thereon and hauling it therefrom, and they threaten to continue 
to do so; that the land is unoccupied and ‘nenclosed, and chiefly valuable 
for the timber trees growing and standing thereon, and that it is specially 
valuable for those which command a ready sale; that a continuance of 
the trespass as aforesaid “will work irreparable injury to the plaintiffs, 
and if persisted in will render their land valueless”; that they have 
already been damaged at least $100, and if the trespasses are continued 
and all the trees cut from the land they will be still further endamaged 
at least $500; that neither of the defendants are worth anything 

above the exemptions allowed by law, and they ask judgment for (147) 
$100 damages sustained, and that the defendants be perpemeny 
enjoined from trespassing in any way on the land. 

The defendants answer and deny title in the plaintiffs, and silage 
title in the defendant Smith. They admit that the land is mainly valu- . 
able for timber, and that the defendant Smith has caused to be cut and 
sold therefrom some of the timber growing thereon, but they deny that 
they have been forbidden to do so, and it is denied that the defendant 
Neal has cut or sold any of the timber from the land. 

They deny irreparable injury, etc., and all damage to tle plaintiffs. 

They deny the allegation that neice of the defendants is worth any- 
| thing above the exemptions allowed by law, and say the defendant Neal 
is a man of considerable means and worth largely more than his exemp- 


tions allowed by law; that he is: amply able to answer the plaintiffs in 


damages, and that any judgment they may recover against him can 
readily be collected by legal process. 

They further allege that the defendant Smith and those under whom 
he claims have been in the sole, undisputed and continuous possession of 
the land for twenty-five years, using the same, as it can only be used, 
for wood, ete.; and they rely upon the bar of the statute, ete. | 

The motion to vacate the restraining order was granted, and plaintiffs 
appealed. 


John Devereuc, Jr., for plaintiffs. 
No counsel for defendants. 


Davis, J., after stating the case: Chapter 401 of the Acts of 1885 
_ provides “that in an application for an injunction to enjoin a trespass — 
on land, it shall not be necessary to allege the insolvency of the | 
defendant when the trespass complained of is continuous. in its: ) 
| eae or is the cutting or destruction of timber trees. “ a 
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The purpose of this action is to recover damages for the alleged tres- 
passes mentioned in the complaint, and to perpetually enjoin the de- 
fendants from trespassing on the lands described. 

It is insisted by the plaintiffs that 1t was intended by the act just 
recited that in trespasses of the character complained of the injunction | 
should not only issue without any allegation of the insolvency of the 
defendant, but should be continued to the hearing.. 

While the statute relieves plaintiffs of the necessity of slesiae the 
insolvency of defendants in trespasses of the class named, we apprehend 
it was not the purpose of the law to limit the power of the court in the 
exercise of its discretion in making such orders as will protect the rights 
of all parties in respect to the su nicer EIattee about which the litigation 
may be pending. 

The rulings of the Court in Lewis v. Lumber Oo., ante, 11, follow- 
ing the decision in Lumber Co. v. Wallace, 938 N. C., 22, are applicable 
.to and govern this case. 

_ The defendants should be seated to execute such reasonable bond, 
with sufficient security, as the court may deem proper, payable to the 
plaintiffs, conditioned to secure to them such damages as the court may 
- adjudge in their favor upon the determination of the action, and in the 
event of failure to give such bond the court may make such order or 
- orders in the cause by the appointment of a receiver, or otherwise, as will 
_ protect the rights of the parties pending the litigation. 

This will be certified to the Superior Court, that the parties, if they 

so desire, may proceed 1n accordance with this opinion. ° 


Modified and remanded. 


Cited: Bond v. ‘Wool, 107 N. C., 153; McKay v. Chapin, 120 N. C., 
160; Sharpe v. Loane, 124 N. C., 9: Kisler ». Weaver, 135 N. C., 390, 
Stewart v. Munger, 174 N. C., 405. 


(149) 
 GEORGH D. AEN eEY Vv. SAMUEL B, HARRELL AND C. W. HARRELL. 


Partnorship—N eglhigence-—J udge' s 0 harge. 


1. While the general rule is, one partner cannot maintain an action against his 
_ . copartner to recover money which might have been taken into account of 
the partnership, until after a settlement, he may ‘sue before such settle-— 
_. ment to recover for the wrongful conversion or destruction of the joint 
- property, or for the loss or destruction of his individual property used in 

. the business, resulting from the negligent use by the other partner. _ 


138 


N. C.] | FEBRUARY TERM, 1888. 


Newsy v. HARRELL. 


2. One who uses machinery in his business is bound to provide it with such 
appliances as will insure the safety of the property of others; and for 
any loss resulting from such failure he is responsible to the sufferer in 
damages, unless the latter, by his want of care, contributed to the loss. 


3. The judge is not required to give instructions asked, and to which the 
party is entitled, in the words or in the order in which they are presented ; 
it is sumcient if they are substantially given. 


Civit action, tried before Graves, J., at Fall Term, 1887, of the 
Superior Court of Perquimans County, to recover damages alleged to 
have been sustained by the burning of gin, gin-house, ete. 

In August, 1883, the plaintiff and defendants entered into an agree- 
ment “to run a gin at G. D. Newby’s house, jointly.” 

The defendants were to furnish an engine and fireman, and two hands 
to perform any work in connection with the ginning. The plaintiff was 
to furnish a house and gin and press, and three hands—fit up the gin and 
press and house at his own expense, but the defendants to furnish “the 
money, if he should need it, to run the whole business, at 8 per cent 
interest upon the amount used. m3 
_ The plaintiff was also to furnish “his own oil and fixtures to engine, 
ete.” The plaintiff was to have control and ‘ ‘give it his atten- 
tion,” and the gin was to be responsible for repairs done on same. (150) 
They were to divide the profits equally. 

They continued to operate under this contract till 6 November, 1885, 
with one modification, to wit: in the summer of 1884 the plaintiff, being 
about to leave his farm to live in Hertford, told defendants that he 
would have to hire some one to take his place, to which they agreed, and 
he did hire a man, but the defendants having complained that he was 
not competent the plaintiff discharged him and employed another at 
once, who remained till the fire. The engine and appliances in use at 
the time of the fire were the same that had been used constantly since 
the contract was entered into. The property was destroyed by fire about 
_ 5 November, 1885. a 

‘The defendants introduced evidence tending to show that the engine 
and appliances, including spark arrester and smokestack, were complete 
and of the proper kind; that they did not live at or near the gin, and 
that no notice or complaint of any defect in the engine, spark arrester or 
other appliance was made to them till two days before the fire, when ° 
they were informed by the man in charge in Newby’s place that the. 
engine needed work; that they immediately sent one Coppage, who was 
a competent machinist, to repair it, who, on the day before the fire, put © 
it in proper condition, and no other complaint was made. | 

They further offered evidence tending to show that the house furnished 
by plaintiff was not a proper and sufficient one; that the roof was de- 
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- eayed and inflammable; that they complained of its condition, but that 
the plaintiff failed to pomedy the same, and the fire occurred because of . 
its condition. 

The plaintiff offered evidence tending to show there was no spark 
arrester, and that the fire was the result of its absence; that notice and 

complaint was made to the defendants of the condition of the engine a 
month before they sent Coppage to repair it, and that Coppage 
(151) was incompetent; and that when such complaint was made the 

defendant, S. B. Harrell, promised to provide the engine with a 
spark arrester at once and failed to do so at all; that the plaintiff knew 
nothing about machinery; that the defendants had sole management of 
the engine; that the defendant, C. W. Harrell, was present at the fire; 
that the house and roof were repaired at the commencement of the busi- 
ness and were in proper condition; and that no complaint was made by 
the defendants that they were not in proper condition. The only negli- 
gence of which any evidence was offered by plaintiff was as to the engine. 

The defendants asked the court to charge as follows: | 

“That the plaintiff and defendants were partners at the-time of the. 
fire, and the plaintiff cannot recover in this action; that if the plaintiff | 
knew that there was no spark arrester, and that there was danger because 
there was none, and failed to notify the defendants, but continued with 
this knowledge to use engine without it, he cannot recover in this action; 
nor can he recover though he notified the defendants, if the defendants 
on recetving the information did all that a prudent n man ought to have 
done to have the danger removed. 

. “By the terms of the contract the control of the business and engine 
was in the plaintiff, and if he failed to notify the defendants that the 
engine was dangerous because of the absence of the spark arrester, or to — 
remedy the same, but continued to work it in that condition, he cannot 
recover in this action. 

“Although the partners retained the title of the property, yet during 
the continuance of the copartnership the property belonged to the co- 
partnership and was under control of the plaintiff. 

“Tf the plaintiff occupied and acquiesced in the engine and sealteaiees 
furnished by defendants, with full knowledge of these defects, if they 

existed, he cannot recover in this action.” | 

(152) The court refused to give instructions requested except so far 

- as they are embodied i in the charge given as hereinafter set out. 
Defendants excepted. | 

The court charged as follows: 

1. The legal effect of the contract is, the plaintiff and defendants are 
copartners in the business of ginning cotton, the plaintiff retaining title 
to his gin and gin-house, except, so far as it is necessary for the business 
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to be engaged 1n, to place the property under control of the copartner- 
_ ship, and the defendant j in like manner retaining title to the engine and 
fixtures. 

2. The peculiar provisions of this contract of copartnership, as be- 
tween the parties themselves, leaves the parties each the owners of the — 
property used in the copartnership, except so far as it was needed for the 
business of copartnership, and the defendants are responsible to the 
plaintiff for the want of the care which a man of ordinary prudence — 
would use; and on the other hand the liability of the defendants for the 
want of due care would be removed if the injury to the plaintiff was the 
result of his own negligence or want of care. 

8. It then becomes necessary for you to determine how the truth is in 
regard to the negligence or want of proper care on the part of the de- 
fendants, and therefore the first issue is submitted to you: and also to 
determine whether the plaintiff, by want of proper care, has contributed 
to the alleged injury, and therefore the second issue is submitted to you. 

4, If one uses in his business machines, the machines so used ought 
to be such as are properly supplied with proper appliances to provide for 
safety in the operation of them. If, then, in operating steam engines with 
greater security from fire, spark arresters are necessary, and men of 
ordinary prudence in business use them, the defendants used their 
engine without such arrester, they would, in that regard, be guilty (153) 
of negligence. It is not necessary that the appliances should be of 
any particular kind or in any particular place, but they must be of such 
kind and placed in such position as are provided by men of ordinary 
prudence in machines of the same kind. If the defendants used such 
appliances for arresting sparks and diminishing the danger of fire as 
are used by men of ordinary peuconey: then they would not be guilty of 
negligence on that account. 

5. If the defendants did not use due care they would not be liable for 
loss unless the loss arose from that negligence. It then becomes neces- 
sary to determine whether plaintiff’s loss was caused by defendant’s neg- 
ligence, and the plaintiff must satisfy you that the fire originated from 
the engine of the defendants, and that the engine did not have the proper 
appliances for diminishing the danger of fire. 

6. The contract gave to the plaintiff the control of the business, at 
least to the extent of general supervision, and if the plaintiff with the 
consent of the defendants employed another to do the work required of 
him, it would not affect the right of the plaintiff to recover, if the work 
was ‘done as required of the plaintiff. 

7, Although the defendants may have been guilty of Puen if the 
plaintiff was guilty of contributory negligence he would not be entitled 
to recover any damages. If the loss was the direct result of plaintiff’s 
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want of due care, then the loss is the result of his own negligence, and he 
18 to be guilty of contributory negligence. 

. If the plaintiff and defendants were partners and the plaintiff had 
pases oversight of the business; if the steam engine furnished by the 
defendants was defective because there was no spark arrester, and the 
plaintiff knew there was danger because there was no spark arrester, and 
knowing this danger he continued to use the engine in that ponder: he 

was not using due care, and if the loss was the direct result of such 
(154) want of care it was contributory negligence; but if he or his 

_agent notified the defendant of the defective engine, and aftér 
having been notified of the defect the defendants failed to have the defect 
repaired, then it would not be contributory negligence on the part of the 
plaintiff. 

9. If the defendants were notified of the defect in the engine and failed 
to repair or have it repaired within reasonable time, they would be guilty 
of negligence, and if loss result from such negligence then the defendants 
are liable. A failure to repair for a day or two would not be unreasonable 
delay. A failure to repair for a month would be unreasonable delay. 

The defendants ehiected to charges 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 6, 7, 8 and 9, ete., 
as given. 

One Boyee, a juror, was challenged by defendants for cause, that he 
had served on a jury in this court within two years. It appeared that 
Boyce was of the regular panel, and had been engaged as a juror in the 
trial of a capital felony on the day before. When the verdict in the 
_ capital felony was rendered the night before the judge said to the jurors: 
“The talesmen are discharged, and such of the regular panel as wish to 
do so may go home tonight and will not be required to return. Those 
who remain will be in attendance upon the court tomorrow morning. “4 

The juror Boyce did not go home and was in the court next morning 
and took his seat in the jury box, having been called in by the sheriff. 
The court held that Boyce was a regular juror, and that the ground of 
challenge was not sufficient. The defendants excepted and exhatisted — 
their challenges. 

The ceeooane asked the court to submit the ane issues to the 

jur 
(155) = 1. Did defendants, by negligently failing to furnish a sufficient — 

spark arrester and smokestack to their engine, set fire to and burn 
defendants’ property? Did plaintiff accept as sufficient the engine and 
appliances furnished by the defendants, including spark arrester and 
smokestack ? 

2. Did the plaintiff and defendants engage in ginning cotton in 1883, 
under the contract set out in the complaint ? 

8. How much does plaintiff owe defendants ? 
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The court refused these issues, and submitted the following : , 
1. Did defendants set fire to and burn the property of the plaintiff, 
mentioned in the complaint, by their carelessness ? 

2. Did plaintiff by his conduct contribute to the alleged injury? 

3. What damages has plaintiff sustained by reason of defendants’ 
negligence ? 

Defendants excepted. 

The response to the first issue was “Yes,” to the second “No,” and to 
the third “$1,660.” 


T. G. Skinner and J. H. Blount, by brief, for plaintiff. 
John Gatling and Leroy Smith for defendants. 


Davis, J., after stating the case: 1. The first exception is to the refusal 
‘of the court to give the instructions asked for. 

The court is not required to give instructions, though proper and such 
as the party is entitled to, in the very terms asked; and if such as are 
asked for, to which the party is entitled, are embodied, substantially, in 
the charge as given, it is not error. In this case the instructions asked 
for were substantially given, except the first, and that presents the ques- 
tion: Can one partner maintain an action against a copartner for Injury 
to his separate and individual property used in the copartnership 
business, if such 1 injury is the result of negligence or tort of the (159) 
eopartner ? 

It may be laid down as a general rule, that before one partner can 

sue another partner at law, the settlement of the firm must be complete, 
and his right to recover only arises after a settlement of all partner- 
ship business. Graham v. Holt, 3 Ired., 300;.or, as laid down by Collyer 
on Partnership, sec. 269, one partner cannot maintain an action against 
a copartner to recover money, when the sum sought to be recovered might 
be placed as an item in the partnership account. Among the exceptions 
to the general rule is the right of one partner to maintain an action 
against another for the destruction of the joint property, or its wrongful 
conversion. Lucas v. Wasson, 3 Dev., 398; Collyer on Partnership, 
sec. 382. If one partner may maintain an action against another for the 
destruction of the joint property, a fortiori, may the action be main- 
tained when the property destroyed is the individual property of a 
' partner used in the business of the partnership ? 
9, The defendant’s second exception is to the entire charge of the 
court as set out in the record, without specifying or pointing out the 
errors therein, or the grounds of exception. . This is too indefinite, but 
we have examined the charge of his Honor, seriatim, In view of the 
_ conflicting evidence, and no error appears to us. 
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3. The third exception cannot be maintained. Boyce was a regular 
juror, and there was nothing disqualifying in the facts settled. 

4, Exception is taken to the judgment, but upon what ground is not 
stated. It follows the venance, and we can see no objection to it. 

Affirmed. 


Cited: Waller v. Bowling, 108 N. C., 294; 8S. v. Booker, 123 N. C., 
725; Owen v. Meroney, 186 N. C., 477; Doyle v. Bush, 171 N. C., 12; 
Newby v. Realty Co., 182 N. C., 40; Martin v. McBryde, wbid., 184; 
Pugh v. Newbern, 193 N. C., 260; Enloe v. Ragle, 195 N. C., 40. 


(157) | 
GEORGE A. PECK v. 8S. H. MANNING anp E. E. BURRISS. 


Evidence-— W rtness—Sale—Security—Deed. 


1. Where, for the purpose of impeaching a witness, an instrument executed 
by him containing alleged contradictory statements, was introduced, it 
was competent to permit the witness, by way of explanation, to testify 
that the instrument, although an absolute conveyance upon its face, was 
in fact intended as a security for a loan. . 


2. In determining whether a deed conveying property, absolute in its terms, 
was intended as a security only, it is competent to show that the vendor 
remained in possession, exercised control over it and that the vendee 
treated it as a security. 


Crviz action, tried before Phalips, J., at Fall Term, 1887, of the 
Superior Court of New Hanover. 

It is alleged and admitted that the defendant i is sheriff of New Han- 
over County, and as such had in his hands executions against W. E. 
Davis and W. B. Davis, partners trading as W. E. Davis & Son, issued 
on judgments in favor of the plaintiff; that by virtue of said executions 
he levied on und seized certain property in the possession of the defend- 
ants in the executions and advertised it to be sold to satisfy the same; 
that thereafter without selling the property and without notice to plain- 
tiff, he delivered it to “The First National Bank,” released the levy and 
returned the executions unsatisfied. 

This action is brought to recover damages for the alleged wrongful and 
unlawful action of the defendant in releasing the property without satis- 
fying the executions. 1 ZA 

Two issues were submitted: 

1. Was the property levied on by the defendant the property of W. E. 
Davis & Son. at the time of the levy? 
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2. What was the value of the property so levied on at the date (158) 
of the levy ? 

On the trial the plaintiff introduced a witness—W. B. Davis, one of 
the defendants in the executions referred to—who testified that the prop- 
erty levied on was the property of W. E. Davis & Son. | 

The plaintiff then turned the witness over to the defendants’ counsel, 
who began to cross-examine him, and asked him if he (witness) would 
swear that the property levied on was the property of W. E. Davis & 
Son? Witness answered that “he would and did do so.” Whereupon 
defendant introduced, and put in evidence, a bill of sale, absolute in 
form, purporting to have been signed by W. E. Davis, and by the witness, 
W. B. Davis, comprising the said firm of W. E. Davis & Son, and asked 
witness 1f he made that bill of sale. To which the witness answered that 
he did, and drew it himself, and that “he gave that as security for a loan 
of $400, borrowed by him from the First National Bank, the party to 
whom it was made,” Upon direct reéxamination, plaintiff asked witness, 
“what was the purpose and object of giving said bill of sale?” Defendant ° 
objected, because the bill of sale could not be attacked collaterally. The 
court allowed the question, and the defendant excepted. 

Witness answered : “I went to Burriss, president of the bank, and asked 
him to loan me some money. He asked me what security I could give 
him? I told him all that I had was this property, and he consented to let 
me have it. I told him I had a blank bill of sale and would draw it up. 
I went off and returned with it. I kept the property in my possession 
from then, and before that, up to the time the sheriff took it under the 
levy in 1885. We listed it-in our name for taxation in 1883 and 1884, 
and also insured it in our name. At the time father signed the bill of 
. sale I told him I had. borrewed the money under the arrangements de- 
tailed above, and that we were giving this as security.” 

Plaintiff then offered in evidence the original sworn tax returns (159) 
for the year 1883 or 1884 of the First National Bank. Defendant 
objected. The court asked plaintiff’s counsel what was the object in 
introducing it? Plaintiff’s counsel stated that as the First National 
Bank had set up a bill of sale for said property, which had been put in 
evidence by the defendants’ counsel, that these tax returns were offered 
as some evidence to show that the bank did not claim the property as 1ts 
own during said years and did not list it for taxation, and ae in cor- 
roboration of the witness Davis. | | 

W. E. Davis was recalled as a witness, and testified without objection: 
“T received notification from the bank to come around and pay the 
interest on a every three months 3 in advance, which we did pay for 
over two years.” 
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After which W. B. Davis was then recalled by plaintiff, who testified 
that “we got several notices from the bank to come around and pay the | 
interest on this loan, which we did pay.” Defendants’ counsel stated 
that he objected to this last evidence. Court allowed the testimony and 
defendant excepted. 

There was a verdict for the plaintiff, and from the judgment thereon | 
the defendants appealed. | 


J.D. Bellamy and W. L. Thompson for ual 
D. L. Russell for defendants. 


Davis, J., after stating the case: The first exception was as to the 
admissibility of the question asked the witness Davis as to the purpose 
and object of giving the bill of sale. It had been introduced by the 
defendant himself, and the witness Davis was examined in relation 
thereto with the manifest purpose, as the examination shows, of contra- 
‘ dicting his statement that the property at the time of the levy belonged 
to Davis & Son. It is conceded that the property when levied on 
(160) by the sheriff was in the possession of Davis & Son, the defend- 

ants in the execution, and when it was sought to impeach the 
witness on cross-examination by asking him if he had not made the bill 
of sale to the bank, he had a right to explain, if he could, the apparent 
contradiction between the statement made on. his examination in chief 
and the bill of sale, which he, himself, was called on to prove; and it 
was competent for the plaintiff in this action to inquire into the real 
nature of the transaction, and to show that the bill of sale, though abso- 
lute on its face, was intended as a security and void as against his judg- 
ments. However it might be in a controversy between the bank and 
Davis, as between the plaintiff and the defendant in this action, it was 
competent to show by parol that the bill of sale was not absolute, but 
only intended as a security. This we think, has been -the law, certainly. 
since Gregory v. Perkins, 4 Dev., 50; Dukes v. Jones, 6 Jones, 14. 
As showing the character of the relation which the defendants in the © 
- execution bore to the property, it was also competent to show their con- 
tinuous possession ‘of it. up to the time of the levy,.and that. they had . 
listed it for taxation and-had paid the taxes, and that the bank, in which 
_ the defendant alleged the title to be, did not give it in for taxation, and 
for this purpose the tax returns were admissible. | Austin v. King, 97 
N. C., 339. 

This disposes of the second exception. 

The third exception is to the statement of W. B. Davis in regard to 
the notices received from the bank to pay interest. W. E. Davis had 
previously testified, without objection, to the same fact, and we cannot 
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see how the notification by the bank that interest was due, and the pay- 
ment of the interest upon such notification, can be considered as a mere 
declaration of the bank and therefore inadmissible as “hearsay” 
evidence, as insisted by counsel. -The notification was an inci- (161) 
dent—the material fact was the payment of the interest—and 

that was competent. 

. Affirmed. 


JOHN H. HANNON v. JAMES M. GRIZZARD er at., CoMMISSIONERS. 
Petition to Rehear—Office—Election—County Commissioners. 


1. The principle upon which a cause was once decided in this Court will be 
reheard is again stated. 


2. The duties imposed upon the boards of county commissioners in respect to 
the induction of persons to the offices to which they may have been 
elected are. more than merely ministerial; they are quasi-judicial; and 
for an honest error in their exercise the commissioners are not liable 
either civilly or criminally. 


8. The ruling in same case, reported in 96 N. C., 293, is reaffirmed. 


Tus is a petition to rehear the appeal determined at February Term, 
1887, and reported in the 96 Vol. N. C. Rep., 298. 


W. H. Day and J. M. Mullen for plaintiff. 
iT. N. Hill and BR. B. Peebles for defendants. 


Smitu, C. J. On the rehearing of the case of Watson v. Dodd, re- 
ported in 72 N. C., 240, the late Chief Justice uses this language: “The 
weightiest considerations make it the duty of the courts to adhere to 
their decisions. No case ought to be reversed upon petition to rehear 
unless it was decided hastily, and some material point was overlooked or 
some direct authority was not called to the attention of the 
Court.” The rule is reiterated by Reade, J., in Hicks v. Skinner, (162) 
in the same volume, and by the present Court in Haywood v. . 
Daves, Devereux v. Devereux and Lewis v. Rountree, reported in the 
8ist volume of the report and decided at the same term. | 

The petition in the present case simply alleges an erroneous ruling i in 
law in the former decision, setting out wherein it consists and is sup- 
ported by the argument of one of our most eminent and learned lawyers, 
concurred in by another, by which a conclusion is reached adverse to 
our own. 
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No case is cited and no authority referred to in either, and so we are 
asked to reverse a judgment just rendered in the Superior Court and 
affirmed in this Court, merely upon a course of reasoning and without a 
compliance with those essential conditions on which a right to ask for a 
review and correction of a previous ruling is dependent. 

The decision was not hastily reached, but only after a patient and pro- 
‘tracted examination of the subject, a full interchange of views among the 
‘members of the court, and a careful consideration of the authorities 
called to our attention and an investigation of our own. Under such 
circumstances and even after the numerous citations contained in the 
reargument, which are in the line of those produced at the first hearing, 
we might be content to leave the opinion and the course of reasoning 
that pervades it to its self vindication against the attacks now made upon 
its correctness and to declare our. adhesion to it, nor do we deem it need- 
ful to rehearse what: has been said or to fortify if: with a. new elaborate 
discussion. 

The fallacy in the argument foe the plaintiff lies in the assumption 
that the action of the commissioners is purely and only ministerial, and 
hence the refusal to admit the plaintiff to the office is the denial of a 
. personal right that entitles him to full damages for the loss occasioned 

by his being kept out of office. There was certainly no necessity 
(163) for laboring this point, for generally a refusal to perform an 
- enjoined and plain legal duty is actionable at the instance of the 
injured party. But this is taking for granted the very matter in contest. 
The general jurisdiction to admit to county offices those who may have 
been chosen upon the electoral vote as counted and ascertained by the 
board of county canvassers, is given to the board of county commission- 
ers, and this is exercised in an examination into the regularity of the 
returns of the result of the election, which when regular are conclusive 
of the election, the sufficiency of the official Pend tendered and the ad- 
ministration of the required oath. | 

In the case of a sheriff who has previously hala the. office, Hie board 
must go further and see that he is not delinquent in the payment of the 
taxes of a previous term. It is equally plain that an elected person, not 
competent to hold office under the Constitution, has no right to be ad- 
mitted to office nor cause of action for being excluded. This necessarily 
implies an inquiry into his constitutional capacity to take and exercise 
the functions of the office to which he may have been chosen, and if, 
in making it, the commissioners commit an error in fact, they do not 
become personally responsible; it is an error of judgment alone. This 
forms no excuse when the error is one of law, because of the inexorable 
rule that presumes every person to know the law, and permits no excuse 
founded upon an alleged ignorance of it. . 
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_ Now the jurisdiction committed to the commissioners comprehends all . 
that is essential to an induction into office, and if its exercise in an 
honest endeavor and purpose to perform what is deemed by them a duty 
to the public, they mistake and overstep the limits of that jurisdiction, 
in an inquiry into the capacity of the person elected, under the Constitu- 
tion, whose mandates are alike obligatory on all, do they render them- 
selves liable, criminally or civilly, for the consequences ? : 

If not strictly judicial, these functions are quasi-judicial at 
least, so far as to give protection against mere errors of judgment, (164) 
and the reverse holding would, we think, be fruitful in mischiefs 
to the public service and unjust to those engaged ; in it. 

We propose to advert to a single case in our own reports, not hitherto 
referred to, in which the principle underlying our adjudication is 
directly and clearly recognized and declared, and is a conclusive au- 
thority for our own ruling. _ 

In Cunningham v. Dillard, 4 D. & B., 351, the action was against a 
justice of the peace for accepting an insolvent surety against the plain- 
tiff’s objection upon an appeal to the County Court, the surety being the 
defendant’s father. Delivering the opinion, Gaston, J., thus expresses 
the views of the Court: “Whether in granting the appeal and accepting 
the security the magistrate did not act in a judicial character and in 2 
matter within his jurisdiction is a question that may be well worthy of 
_ deliberate examination. If he did then the action was not maintainable. 
The law is clear that in general no action can be supported against a 
judge or justice.of the peace acting judicially.and in the sphere of his 
jurisdiction, however erroneous his decisions or malicious the motive 
imputed to him.” . . . “But if the act complained of be not a 
judicial act then we concur with his Honor in the opinion that the de- 
fendant was not liable if he acted bona fide and according to his best 
information.” | 

And so Chief Justice Taney remarks in a case where suit was brought 
against the Postmaster-General for damages: “He committed an error in 
supposing that he had a right to set aside an allowance for services ren- 
dered upon which his predecessor in office had finally decided. But as - 
the case admits that he acted from a sense of public duty and without 
malice his mistake mm a matter properly belonging to the department 
over which he presided can give no cause of action against him.” Ken- 
dall v. Stokes, 3 Howard (U. 8.), 98-99. 

The principle enunciated: by the Supreme Court of the United (165) 
States seems equally to protect the. defendants in executing the 
functions of their office in inducting one chosen by the electors into 
_ his office and exempts them from personal responsibility. After a care- 
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ful and diligent study of a decision which counsel so confidently pro- 
nounce erroneous, we see no reason to reverse or change it, and there- 
fore it must be affirmed and the petition dismissed. 

Petition dismissed. 


 « Ctted: Fry v. Currie, 103 N. C., 206; Gay v. Grant, 105 N. C., 481; 
Weisel v. Cobb, 122 N. C., 69; Elmore v. BR. R., 182 N. C., 866; Graded 
School v. McDowell, 157 N. C., 819; Herring v. Williams, 158 N. C., 

13; 8. v. Carter, 194 N. C., 297; Gower v. Carter, 195 N. G., 698. 


THOMAS W. STRANGE, AssienEg, Erc., v. 8S. H. MANNING er At. 
Complaint—Pleading—Demurrer. 


If the complaint alleges several causes of action, some of which are bad, but 
one is good, it is error to sustain a demurrer to the whole complaint. The 
plaintiff should be allowed to proceed upon his good assignment. 


Tuis action was heard upon complaint and demurrer, before 
Philips, J., at Fall Term, 1887, of New Hanover Superior Court. 

The complaint set out two causes of action—the first alleging, in sub- 
stance, that the defendant Manning, as sheriff of New Hanover County, 
by the direction of his codefendants, and who had also executed to him 
an indemnity bond had unlawfully seized and sold under executions 
issued on judgments in favor of the said codefendants against one 
Crapon, certain property belonging to the plaintiff, and demanded judg- 
ment for the value of the property so sold, together with special damages, 
which it was alleged were suffered in consequence of the unlawful act 

of the defendants. 
(166) The second cause of action stated, in substance, the same facts, 
and, in addition thereto, that the conduct of the codefendants was 

induced by malice toward the plaintiff (or his assignor) and demanded 
judgment: (1) against all the defendants for the value of the property 
and damages for its unlawful seizure; (2) against the defendant sheriff 
alone for damages for unlawfully and wilfully seizing and selling the 
property ; and (3) against his codefendants for “maliciously orderne the 
seizure of said property,” ete. 

The defendants demurred and sasened the following causes : 
1. That: two causes of action have been improperly united in this: 
That the first cause of action is against all of the defendants for the 
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seizure of the property mentioned therein, while the second cause of 
action is against the defendant, the First National Bank, alone for a 
malicious injury; and, further, that the two causes of action do not 
affect all of the defendants, the said bank only being affected by the 
second cause of action and the other defendants having no interest | 
therein. 

2. And the defendants further demur to the second cause of action on 
the ground that the'same does not state facts sufficient to constitute a 
cause of action in this: That the malice therein charged is not alleged 
to have been against the plaintiff, but is substantially alleged to have 
been against George M. Crapon and his wife, Mary Emma Crapon, who 
are not parties to this action. 

Wherefore defendants pray that this action be dismissed at eee 
cost. 

The demurrer was sustained, and the plaintiff appealed 


Thos. W. ange io plaontif. 
D. L. Russell for Malena 


Murnmmoy, J. The soniye is not orderly and precise, but (167) 
it, in substance and effect, alleges with sufficient intelligence a 
cause of. action against all the defendants. What is termed a second 
cause of action is, in substance, the first one, with facts alleged in aggra- 
vation of damages as to some of the defendants. If the demurrer should 
have been sustained as to the second cause of action, opague it should 
not have been as to the first one. 

It is important, proper and very much better, that all pion tis shall 
be orderly and formal, avoiding unnecessary repletion and redundancy in 
the allegations embraced by them, but though they be informal and dis- 
orderly, if they set forth with reasonable certainty and intelligence the 
substance of the matter pleaded, the Court will take notice of and uphold | 
them as pleadings, and, if need be, direct amendments as to mere matters 
of form. 

The effect of sustaining the demurrer as a whole was to put the plain- 
tiff out of court, although he had sufficiently alleged a cause of action as 
to all the defendants. If he could not by reason of defects in the plead- 
ings have recovered in the full measure and in every aspect of his case, 
as claimed by him, he should have been allowed to do so as far as he 
could. Singer Manufacturing Co. v. Barrett, 95 N. C., 36. 

The judgment must be reversed and further proceedings had in the 
_ action according to law. 

' Error. 
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(168) 
| W. J. MURRAY v. G. M. HAZELL. 


Homestead—Bankruptcy—Cloud upon Title—J urisdiction. 


1. The jurisdiction of the courts to afford relief against deeds or other instru- 
ments which cast a cloud upon the title to the property of the party com- 
plaining extends only to those cases where the instrument has apparent 
validity, or where it is capable of being used to the prejudice of the true 
owner and he is without other remedy; nor will the court interfere where 
the deed cannot operate to the injury of the owner of the property. 


2 A homestead allotted by the Federal Courts in bankruptcy proceedings is 
by the authority of the acts of Congress, and the Constitution, statutes 
and judicial decisions of North Carolina have no application to it, save in 
respect to the measure of the allotment, which has been adopted by the 
statute of the United States. 7 | 


Crvii action, tried upon demurrer at March Term, 1887, of ALa- 
MANCE Superior Court, before Phalips, J. 

The plaintiff was duly adjudged a bankrupt 1 in a court of bankruptcy, 
and thereafter, according to law, the assignee in bankruptcy assigned to 
him his homestead in an undivided two-thirds interest in the tract of 


.. land mentioned in the complaint. 


The complaint alleges : 
“3, That afterwards, to wit, on 31 May, 1884, the assignee advertised 
and sold said tract of land, subject to the homestead interest of the 
bankrupt, and at the sale G. M. Hazell became the purchaser. 
“4, That afterwards, to wit, on 6 January, 1885, the assignee executed 
and delivered to Hazell a deed 3 in fee simple, conveying to him the two- 
thirds undivided interest in said tract of land, subject to the homestead 
of plaintiff, which deed is duly recorded. 
“5, That on the ........ day of ............ , 1885, the plaintiff received his 
discharge in bankruptcy. 
(169) “6. That said deed being spread upon the register’ s book of 
Alamance County and purporting to convey, as it does, the rever- 
sion after the homestead estate, this plaintiff is informed and believes 
it is invalid in law, is a cloud upon plaintiff’s title. 
Wherefore the plaintiff demands judgment : 
1. That said deed be délivered up to be canceled. 
9, For such other and further relief as to the court shall seem fit. 
3. For the cost of this action.” 
The material parts of the defendant’s answer are as follows: 
“9. That article second is admitted, except the allegation that plain- — 
tiff is the owner of a two-thirds andivided interest in the land deseribed, — 
and that is denied. The plaintiff is in possession of the land, and has an 
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estate therein for the term of his natural life, and should he die leaving 
infant children, then to survive till the youngest arrives at the age of 
twenty-one years; while the defendant is the owner of the fee simple 
estate in the land, and his right to possession will accrue upon the death 
of plaintiff, or upon the arrival at the age of twenty-one years of his 
youngest living child, whichever of these two events shall last happen. _ 
_ “3, Tn answer to article three, defendant says that the sale alleged was 
made by order of the District Court of the United States for-the Western 
District of North Carolina, held at Greensboro; that defendant did buy 
the land at the sale subject to the life estate of defendant, and should he 
die leaving infant children, then said children to have an estate therein 
till the youngest living one arrives at the age of twenty-one years; that at 
the sale the plaintiff was present with his wife, who was the competitor 
of defendant in the bidding for the land, the plaintiff standing by her 
and prompting and directing her bidding. 

“4. In answer to allegation in article fourth the defendant (170) 
says: That after the sale J. A. McCauley, the assignee in bank- 
ruptcy of plaintiff, made full report thereof to the District Court .of the 
United States, and thereupon a copy of the report of sale was served 
upon plaintiff; and also upon his wife, together with a notice from the 
court to the plaintiff and his wife to show cause, if any they could, why 
the sale should not be confirmed, and the plaintiff and his wife both 
failed to file any exceptions to the report, or show any cause why the 
report and sale should not be confirmed, and after the time limited to 
file exceptions or show cause, an order of the court was made confirming 
the sale and directing title to be made to the defendant for the land, and 
the title was accordingly made to defendant, by virtue of which he is the 
owner in fee thereof. 

“6, In answer to article six, detandiant says that plaintiff has no 
estate save for his natural life in the land described, and his deed is not. 
a cloud on any right, estate, or title plaintiff has in said land.” - 

_ The plaintiff demurred to the answer as follows: 

“1. That the sale by the assignee, report, orders and decrees attempt- 
ing to sell and convey title to the purchaser of the land in question or. 
any interest or right thereto to the defendant as set out and insisted on 
by the defendant in said answer, is in violation of the plaintiff’s right to 
his homestead as secured to him by the Constitution and laws of this 
State and by the terms of the Bankrupt Act providing a Uniform 
System of Bankruptcy for the United States, and is therefore void.” | 
_ The court gave judgment as follows: 

“This action coming on to be heard upon the demurrer of plaintiff 
to the answer of defendant, after argument by counsel, it is adjudged 
that the demurrer be overruled; and it is further adjudged that defend- 
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ant go without day, and that said defendant recover the cost of this 

| action, to be taxed by the clerk against plaintiff and his surety 
(171) on bond for cost.” 

From this judgment the defendant appealed. 


John Devereux, Jr., for plaintiff. 
John W. Graham. for defendant. 


Mezrrimon, J., after stating the case: The complaint fails to allege a 
cause of action. 

The deed of the assignee in bankruptcy executed to the defendant. aa 
under which the latter claims to derive title to the land miotitiotiod sub- 
ject to the plaintiff’s homestead therein, is in no respect, way or manner 
inconsistent with, nor does it in terms or legal effect interfere with the 
plaintiff’s right to his homestead. On the contrary, it purports to recog- 
nize it and to convey an estate subject to it, and does so in legal effect. 
It does not in any degree becloud, complicate, obscure, or imperil the | 
plaintiff’s title to his homestead, nor can it do so in the future, and this | 
is plainly to be seen and understood by himself and all persons who may 
in the future desire to purchase or have anything to do with it. The 
deed, whenever it shall be read, will declare upon its face the character 
of the estate it conveys, and that it is subject to the plaintifi’s homestead 
in the land. | 

The jurisdiction of a Court of Equity to afford relief against deeds and 
other instruments in writing which in their nature and apparent validity 
operate in such improper and unjust way as to cast doubt upon the title 
or right of the party complaining arises only when the deed or other — 
instrument in question has such present apparent validity and effective- 
ness, or where it is capable by reason of such causes, of misuse in the 
future to his prejudice, and he has no other remedy. If the deed or 
other instrument is, upon its face, void, or if the complaining party may 
have a present legal remedy, a Court of Equity will not interfere; nor 

will its authority be interposed where the purpose of the deed is 
(172) clear and it cannot operate presently or in the future to the 

injury of such party, as in the present case. Busbee v. Macy, 
85 N. C., 329; Busbee v. Lewis, ibid., 3832; Pearson v. Boyden, 86 
N.C, 585; Byerly v. Humphrey, 95 N. C., 151; Story’ g Eq. Jur., secs. 
699, 7 01. 

The bankrupt law (Rev. Stat. U. S., see. 5045) aiowe to a bankrupt 
homestead in the same measure as it is allowed to him by the laws of the 
State in which he has his domicil to be exempt from levy and sale upon 
execution or other process or order of any court. In view of this pro- 
vision, it was contended, in the argument before us, that inasmuch as 
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- any estate or interest of the debtor in the land embraced by the home-: 
stead is not subject to levy and sale upon any execution or other process 
or order of any court in this State until the homestead shall be over, as 
has been decided in Markham v. Hicks, 90 N. C., 204, and other similar 
cases, therefore the sale of such estate by the assignee in bankruptcy and 
the deed made in Eye: thereof by the assignee to the defendant 
were void. 

If this contention were well founded, the plaintiff could not maintain 
this action, because in that case the deed upon its face would be inopera- 
tive and void, and for the reason already stated a Court of Equity would 
not interfere. The court would not do the vain thing to declare a deed 
void which upon its face appears to be so. 

But the plaintiff misapprehends the law applicable. The joutéstead 
is allowed by the bankrupt law—not by the laws of the State—the sale 
of the bankrupt’s real property conveyed by him to the assignee in 
bankruptcy, subject to the homestead in the measure allowed by the 
State, is made by virtue and in pursuance of the bankrupt law and 
not the laws of the State. The bankrupt law requires the assignee to 
sell all the bankrupt’s estate and interest in his lands, subject to the 
homestead (Rev. Stats. U. S., sees. 5045, 5062); and in this case, 
he sold the land subject to the inoiestead: So that the provisions (173) 
of the Constitution and statutes, and judicial decisions of this 
State in respect to homestead have no application except in respect to 
the measure of it, and as to this they have application only because the 
bankrupt law so provides. . 

There is no error and the judgment must be 

Affirmed. 


Cited: Browning v. Lavender, 104 N. C., 73; Peacock v. Stott, sbid., 
155; McNamee v. Alexander, 109 N. C., 245; Bostic v. Young, 116 
N. G., 768; Willsams v. Scott, 122 N.C., 548: Nicineea. Sugg, 1382 N.C., 
590; “McArthur v. Griffith, 147 N. C., 550. 


A. BRANCH anp T. J. HADLEY v. W. H. GRIFFIN et at. 


Judicial Sale Record Pumchase for Value—Trustea—Deviso— 
Evidence—Fraud. — 


1. Where, pending an action to foreclose a mortgage, a proceeding to set up a 
lost record essential to plaintiffs’ recovery was instituted between the 
same parties and concluded, and the record thus restored was offered in 
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evidence upon the trial of the action to foreclose: Held, that it was a 
distinct proceeding, though in aid of the first, and could not be collaterally 
impeached. 


2. Inadequacy of price is zood ground for refusing to confirm a sale, but it is 
not sufficient to set it aside after confirmation. 


3. Although a trustee will not be permitted to buy at his own sale, if he does 
so, either directly or indirectly, a purenarens from him for value and with- 
out notice, will acquire good title. 


4, Where a will devised land to a trustee for the sole and separate use of M., 
and at her death “for the use and benefit of the children of the said M.”: 
Heid, that the children teok as a class, and that a sale under a decree. 
of the court, in which the children then im esse were represented, passed 
the title against those born afterwards. 


5. Where a mortgage was executed to secure a contemporaneous as well as a 
preéxisting debt: Held, that the mortgagee was a purchaser in good faith 
and for value to the extent of the entire amount secured. 


6. The facts that the records of the courts showed a sale of land by a trustee 
under a decree; a purchaser by and a conveyance to a person not a party 
to the proceeding, who immediately reconveyed to the trustee; and that 
the price paid was inadequate, do not constitute such constructive notice 
of fraud as will affect the title of a purchaser for value from the trustee. 


(174) | DEFENDANTS APPEAL. 


CiviL action, tried before Merrimon, J., at Spring Term, 1887, of 
Nasu Superior Court. | 

It is alleged and admitted, that on 9 February, 18838, Presley Griffin 
executed to the plaintiffs his note for $791.65, and that on 27 January, 
1881, he executed to Wm. Barnes his note for the sum of $200; and that 
for the purpose of securing the payment of these notes, he and Margaret, 
his wife, executed to the plaintiffs a mortgage upon the real estate men- 
tioned in the pleadings; that the sum of $121.25 has been paid on the 
note of $791.65, and that no other sum has been paid on either of said 
notes, and that Presley Griffin died intestate during the year 1884, and 
the defendants are his widow and heirs at law, and the defendant Wm. 
Griffin has duly qualified as his administrator. 

The plaintiffs ask for judgment against Wm. Griffin, administrator, 
etc., for the amount of the debts, interest and cost, and-against all the 
defendants for a foreclosure of the mortgage and sale of the land. 

‘The defendants file an answer and a supplemental answer, in which, 
after admitting the facts as alleged in the complaint, and the willingness 
of the administrator defendant to pay the plaintiffs’ debts, but for the 
want of assets they say by way of defense that James Sullivant, of the 
county of Nash, died in 1851, seized in fee of the lands referred to in 
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the complaint, leaving a last will and testament, which was duly proved 
-at November Term, 1851, of the County Court of Nash, and recorded. 

That Margaret Hammond, mentioned in the will, married 
Presley Griffin, and is the same person named in the complaint, (175) . 
- and that the land mentioned in the will is the same as that re- 
ferred to in the complaint. | 

They then insist that the pretended mortgage to the plaintiffs passed 
no title; that the order made to sell the land described in the complaint 
in the cause, entitled Presley Griffin, er parte, and under which it was 
sold on 26 June, 1869, when R. J. Morgan was the last and ‘highest 
bidder at the price of $451. 75, was a fraud upon the rights of the de- 
fendants and a mere contrivance on the part of Presley Griffin to destroy 
the equitable title held by the defendant Margaret for life, and after her _ 
death by her children. 

That at the time the petition was filed by Presley Griffin for the sale 
of the land, the defendants, except Margaret, were infants, or not then 
im e88e, four of them having been since born, and none of them had any 
notice or knowledge of the petition, nor of the decree and sale, nor of the — 
confirmation thereof; that they have received no part of the price paid, 
or alleged to have been paid, for said land, and that they have never 
ratified or assented to the proceedings under which it was sold; that the 
price of $451.75 was grossly mmacoquate, and that no part of it was paid, 
the purchaser, R. J. Morgan, being “a mere man of straw,” buying as 
agent for Griffin, taking a deed and immediately after reconveying to 
him. 

The defendants further say, that the record of the proceedings uiaer: 
which the land was sold was sufficient to put the plaintiffs upon inquiry, 
and that they are not purchasers for value without notice, ete. 

‘The plaintiffs reply among other things, that at Spring Term, 1856, 
of the Court of Equity for Nash County, Presley Griffin and wife, Mae 
garet, on behalf of themselves and their children, filed a petition against 
Jacob Strickland, trustee, etc., alleging that he was misusing the 
trust property, and asking fo his removal and the appointment (176) 
of some suitable person in his stead; and that in said cause a 
decree was made removing Strickland: and appointing Presley Griffin in | 
his stead, requiring of him a bond in the sum of $5,000 for the faithful 

discharge of his duties as trustee, which bond was duly executed. That 
_ thereafter, at Spring Term, 1869, a petition was filed by Presley Griffin 
and wife Margaret, and the defendants, the infants being represented by 
their next friend and trustee, their father, for a sale of the land now in 
controversy, and under an order made therein it was sold, etc.; that on 
9 February, 1883, Presley Griffin and wife, then in possession of the 
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land, borrowed of the plaintiffs the sum of $791.65, and executed a 
mortgage thereon to secure its payment, and on 12 February, 1884, the 
said mortgage was renewed, including therein the note due to Win. 
Barnes. 

They deny all notice of any fraud or irregularity in the proceedings 
under which the sale was made, and say that Presley Griffin was a man 
of excellent character, and deny that he was a party to ane fraud upon 
his children. 

The material part of James Sullivant’s will is as follows: 

“I give and bequeath all the aforesaid residue, my estate both real and 
personal, to Jacob Strickland, to him and his heire, in trust and upon > 
the conditions nevertheless, that the said Jacob Strickland will hold the 
same for the sole and separate use and benefit of Margaret Hammond 
(now aged about fourteen years) free from the control of any person or 
persons whomsoever, and more particularly free from the control of any 
person she may hereafter marry, and should she marry, then the said 
- Strickland is to hold the said property in trust for her, the said Mar- 
garet’s use as fully as if she were a feme sole and unmarried, and free 
from the control and use and disposal of her said husband, and at the 
death of the said Margaret Hammond, it is my will and desire that the 

said Jacob Strickland should hold the said property, both real 
(177) and personal, for the use and benefit of the children of the said 
Margaret.” 

At the Spring Term, 1886, a petition was filed, after due notice, a | 

the plaintiffs in this action against the defendants, “alleging that the 
' petition and decree of sale filed by Presley Griffin and wife and others 
for the sale of the lands, part of which is included.in the mortgage 
sought to be foreclosed in the above-entitled action, has been lost, mislaid 
or destroyed,” ete., and asking to have the lost records restored, ete. | 

This petition was heard before his Honor, Judge Shepherd, when “the 
defendant Margaret and all her children were present,” and it was 
offered to prove by them that they had no knowledge of the proceedings 
instituted by Presley Griffin to sell the land; that they never authorized 
the use of their names, assented to the sale, or received any part of the 
proceeds. This evidence was excluded by the court, and the defendants 
excepted, but no appeal was taken. His Honor gave judgment for the 
restoration and perpetuation of the lost records, etc. 

When the cause came on for trial at Spring Term, 1887, “his Honor 
intimated an opinion that the matter of impeaching the proceedings 
under which the land was sold could not be effected in this action, but 
that the defendants should have brought a separate action for that pur- 
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pose. The. plaintiffs thereupon declared their wish to waive all such 
irregularities and to proceed at once with the trial. 

The following issues were then submitted to and answered by the jury: 

1. Was the sale of the land in controversy a fraud upon the rights of 
the defendants, or any of them, and a mere contrivance on the part of 
Presley Griffin to destroy the equitable title held by the defendants? 

To this the jury responded “Yes.” 

9. Are the plaintiffs bona fide purchasers of said land for value (178) 
and without notice? 

To this the jury responded “Yes,” under instructions from his Honor. 

3. Were the defendants Ophelia, Nina, Charles and Annie born after 
the sale by Presley Griffin, trustee ? 

To this the jury responded “Yes.” 

4, What part of the $791.65 note was a present or contemporaneous 
loan ? 

To this the jury responded, “$500.” 

The defendant produced in evidence the report of sale made by Presley 
Griffin, trustee, ete., under the decree of the Court of Equity filed at Fall 
Term, 1869, and the deed from said Griffin, trustee, etc., to R. J. Morgan, 
dated 27 January, 1870, and the deed from said Morgan to said Griffin, 
dated 15 July, 1870, both of which deeds were duly registered, and both 
of which embrace the land in controversy in this action. 

The defendants insisted that the facts which appear on the face of 
these deeds, through which plaintiffs claim title, were sufficient to put 
them upon inquiry. His Honor held that there was no evidence of 
notice, and directed the Jury to find the second issue in the affirmative. 
Defendants excepted. | 

Defendants also introduced the equity proceedings under which Jacob | 
Strickland was removed as trustee, etc., and Griffin was appointed; also 
W. H. Griffin, who testified that he had no notice of the proceedings to 
sell the land, and that at the date of the sale in 1869, four of the children 
of Margaret (naming them) were unborn, and that, at low figures, the 
land was worth two or three dollars per acre. Another witness testified 
that it was worth $3 per acre at the time of the sale. 

It was in evidence that when the first mortgage was executed, 9 Feb- 
ruary, 1883, a portion of the money loaned was for a preéxisting debt, 
but at least $500 was cash loaned, and it was admitted that the 
Barnes’ note was a preéxisting debt. It was also admitted that (179) 
the mortgage of 12 February, 1884, was in renewal of the mort- 
gage of 9 February, 1883. There was no evidence that plaintiffs had 
any actual notice of fraud, but defendants insisted that “the report of 
sale, decree of confirmation, deeds from Griffin to Morgan, and from the 
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latter to the former, were enough to apprise the plaintiffs that the land 
had been sold only colorably,” etc. 3 

His Honor declined to so hold, and detondants excepted. — 

“3. The defendants further insisted after verdict (this point having 
been reserved) that the land was held in trust under James Sullivant’s 
will for the sole and separate use of the defendant Margaret, and then 
at her death was to be held in trust for her children, that is, for such 
of her children as would then answer that designation; that the Court 
of Equity had therefore no power to order the sale of the children’s 
interest and estate in the premises. 

His Honor decided otherwise, and the dsfeddante excepted. 

4. The defendants contended that 3 in any event the plaintiffs were bona 
fide purchasers for value and without notice only as to the $500 loaned 
by them to Presley Griffin, 9 February, 1883. © | 

The plaintiffs insisted that as to the entire debt of $791. 65 they were 
purchasers for value and without notice. 

His Honor ruled in favor of the defendants, and the plaintiffs ex- 
cepted. 

His Honor then rendered iiaeRt as set forth ; in transcript and both 
parties appealed to the Supreme Court.” 


FF’. A. Wooten and H. F, “Murray for plaonitffs. 
J. Battle and C. M. Cook (Bunn & Battle filed a brief) for een 


(180) Divs, J., after stating the case: 1. There is with the record 

sent to this Court a voluminous transcript of certain proceedings, 
commenced by a summons regularly issued on 12 April, 1886, by the 
clerk of the Superior Court of Nash, at the instance of A. Branch and 
T. J. Hadley (who are the plaintiffs in this action) v. W. H. Griffin 
and others (naming them, who are the defendants in this action), return- 
able to Spring Term, 1886, to restore and perpetuate certain records 
alleged to have been lost or descuged: That proceeding was by petition 
and seems to have been prosecuted in compliance with sections 60 ef seq. 
of The Code. It was heard before Shepherd, Judge, at Fall Term, 
1886, of Nash Superior Court, when judgment was rendered as stated 
in tite case on appeal. 

The defendants insist that that proceeding was by a petition in this 
action, and that the ruling of Judge-Shepherd, to which exception was 
taken, but from which there was no appeal, is now the subject of our | 
review, and that his Honor, Judge Merrimon, erred in the intimation of 
the opinion “that the matter of impeaching the proceedings, under which 
the land was sold, could not be effected in this action, but that the de- 
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fendants should have brought a separate action for that purpose.” We 
think that the proceeding to restore and perpetuate the alleged lost 
records could not be injected into this action, and that the judgment 
therein was final, and the transcript thereof has no proper place in this 
appeal. It was collateral, and while it may sometimes be just and right 
to continue a pending action until some collateral fact or issue, material 


to its just determination and requiring a separate action, can be tried, 


it cannot be that controverted questions of law or fact involved in the 
collateral issue and determinable in a separate. proceeding, can be incor- 
porated in and become a part of the record of the pending action. This 
would be to make “confusion worse confounded.” We cannot try in this 
action any controversy as to the existence or nonexistence of the 
alleged lost records. That was settled in the proceeding insti- (181) 
tuted to determine it, and we think the first exception of nae 
defendants cannot be sustained. | 

2. But the defendants insist that the facts of record were sufficient to 
put the plaintiffs on inquiry and that they were not purchasers for value 
without notice. They say that the will of James Sullivant, showing the 
character in which the property was held, the equity proceedings by 
_ which Jacob Strickland was removed as trustee, and Presley Griffin ap- 
_ pointed in his stead, the grossly inadequate price, and the deed from 
Griffin, trustee, to Morgan, and the deed from Morgan: reconveying to 
Griffin, all of which were of record, were sufficient to put them on 
inquiry, and the inquiry, if prosecuted, would have disclosed the fraud ; 
and that therefore they were affected with notice. | 

It is true that without actual knowledge or information a party may 
be “affected with notice by information of any fact or instrument relat- 
ing to the subject-matter of his contract, which if properly inquired into, 
would have led to its ascertainment.” Adams Eq., 158; Ijames v. 
Gaither, 93 N. C., 358; Johnson v. Prairie, 91 N. C., 159; Hulbert v. 
Douglas, 94 N. C., 122. But is there anything in the facts relied on to 
put the purchasers from Griffin and his wife on. inquiry, as to whether 
he had not acquired title by a fraud ee his nue who signed the deed 
with him, and his children? _ 
. Certainly there was nothing in the will of James Sullivant that could 
create any suspicion of fraud, and the equity proceeding and the decree 
under which Jacob Strickland was removed (and the regularity and 
validity of that proceeding are in no way impeached) disclose the fact 
- that Jacob Strickland was removed for a failure to discharge his duty 
to the beneficiaries under the will, and that upon the appointment of 
Griffin a bond of $5,000 for the faithful discharge of his duties 
was required and given, and surely there could be —— in that (182) 
to put him on inquiry. 
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Inadequacy of price may have been a good cause for refusing to con- ~ 
firm a sale, but after confirmation of the sale it could furnish no ground 
for setting 1t aside and annulling the sale made under it. Sumner v. 
Sessoms, 94 N. C., 371. 

That a trustee panel buy at his own gale is too well settled to need 
the citation of authority. If he buys directly, or indirectly through 
another, he holds the property at the election of the cestut qui trust, to. 
take the price or demand a resale of the property, but a sale by a trustee 
to. another (though made with a fraudulent intent) passes the legal title 
to the purchaser, and a bona fide purchaser from such a fraudulent 
vendee, for value and without notice, acquires a good title. Young v. 
Lathrop, 67 N. C., 63. 

However faa dulent the transaction may have been as between the 
original parties to the sale, a purchaser who acquires the legal title for 
value and in good faith, without notice, is not affected by it, and is 
protected... Such a purchaser, as was the case in Young v. Lathrop, 
acquires a good title by purchase at private sale, and the courts are 
equally and perhaps more careful in protecting bona fide purchasers who 
derive title through judicial sales, and even where the proceedings under 
which such sales have been made have been annulled and vacated the 
purchaser has been protected. 

This protection of purchasers, bona fide and for value at judicial sales, 
is illustrated in Fowler v. Poor. 93 N. C., 466; England v. Garner, 90 
N. C., 197; Sutton v. Ree 86 N. °C, 198, and the many cases 
cited in ion 

Following the rulings of the court in these cases, we think the second 
exception of the defendants cannot be sustained. 

3. The third exception rests upon the denial of the power of the 
Court of Equity to order a sale of the interest and estate of the de- 
fendants under the will of James Sullivant. The property is given for 
the use of Margaret for life, and then “for the use and benefit of the 

children of the said Margaret.” 
(183) The children take as a class, and some of them were in esse 

at the time of the sale, and this distinguishes it from the cases 
cited by the learned counsel for the defendants. It is more like ex parte 
Dodd, Philips’ Equity, 97. In that case it is said: “It is certain if land 
be devised to a person for life, with an executory devise in fee to his 
children, the court cannot order a sale of the land before the birth of any . 
child, because not being in esse there can be no one before the court to 
represent its interests. . . . But if there be any children im esse 
in whom the estate in fee can vest, a sale may be ordered, because, if 
their interests require it, they may i ‘Tepresented by guardian; and this 
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may be done though all of the children of the class may not yet have been 
born.’”’ Such is the ease before us. As was said in ex parte Dodd, this 
distinguishes it from Watson v. Watson, 3 Jones Eq., 400, as it also 
does from Williams v. Hassell, 73 N. ©., 174; Young v. Young, 97 
N. C., 132; Bx parte Miller, 90 N. C., 625, and similar cases. | 

There was no error in the ruling mY: the court below in the matters 
excepted to by the defendants. 

No error, 


PLAINTIFF'S APPEAL. 


‘The facts are the same as those set out in the defendants’ appeal. 

The jury having found that the sale by which Presley Griffin acquired 
title was fraudulent, and that the plaintiffs were bona fide purchasers 
for value without notice, and having also found that $500 of the note 
executed to the plaintiffs was for money loaned, his Honor held that the 
plaintiffs were purchasers for value and without notice only to the 
extent of the amount ($500) Joaned, and: from this the plaintiff ap- | 
pealed. | 

. It is admitted that the mortgage of 12 February, 1884, was in. - (184) 
renewal of the mortgage of 9 February, 1883, and it appears from * 
the record that the credit or time sf oeyaieht was extended. A mort- 
gage deed exécuted to and accepted by a creditor without notice and in 
renewal of a prior mortgage, certainly cannot place the creditor in a 
worse condition than he occupied under the first mortgage. The greater 
and substantial part of the consideration of the first mortgage was: the 
money then loaned, and doubtless the inducement and consideration for 
the loan then made was the security given by the execution of the mort- 
gage. It was not a mortgage simply to secure a preéxisting debt. It 
was executed for a present and valid consideration moving from the 
plaintifis—the advantage to them being the security of their debt, and 
the advantage to the mortgagor being the use of the money loaned, and 
_ the extension of time to pay, and whether the mooted question as to the 
difference between a mortgage executed to secure a preéxisting debt and 
one executed to secure a present loan, or upon a present consideration, 
has been settled or not, there seems to be no question that a mortgage 
executed upon a valid cotemporaneous consideration, and accepted by 
the mortgagee in good faith, and without notice of any invalidating 
equity.in others, will be ipheld. Potts v. Blackwell, 4 Jones Eq., 58, 
and Brem v. Lockhart, 98 N. C., 191; Bank v. Bridgers, 98 N.C, 67, 
and the eases cited. 7 

We think that both upon authority and reason the plaintiffs are en- 
titled to have the property conveyed in the mortgage declared a security 
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for their debt named therein to its full amount, and that there was error 

in limiting it to the amount of the money loaned at the time of the | 

execution of the mortgage. | 
The judgment of the court below must be reformed in this respect. 
Reformed and aftirmed. 


Cited: Bank v. Adrian, 116 N. C., 548; Barcello v. Hapgood, 118 
N. C., 726; Springs v. Scott, 182 N. C., 553; Fowle v. McLean, 168 
N.C., 541; Lumber Co. v. Herrington, 183 N. C., 89. | 


\ 


(185) 


JOHN TAYLOR and Wire v. THE SEABOARD AND ROANOKE 
RAILROAD COMPANY. 


Contract—Oommon Carrier—Evidence—A gency— Waaver. 


1. A contract, endorsed on a ticket for passage to a place and return, between 
a common carrier and a passenger, that the latter shall identify himself as 
the original purchaser of the ticket and have it stamped by the former’s 
agent at a particular place, is a simple contract, and any of its provisions 
may be waived in parol. 


2. To show such waiver it is competent to prove that the agent of the carrier, 
other than that at the station designated in the contract, recognized the 
ticket by permitting the passenger to identify himself and by stamping it 
for the return trip. 


Tuts is a civil action, which was tried before Philips, J., at Fall 
Term, 1887, of New Haxovin Superior Court. 

This case embraces two actions consolidated by order of the court. 
The plaintiffs respectively brought them to recover damages from the 
defendant, occasioned by their wrongful expulsion from one of the pas- 
senger cars of the defendant by its agents while regularly carrying pas- 
sengers over its road from Portsmouth in the State of Virginia, to 
Weldon in this State. 

The following is a copy of so much of the case ee on appeal as is 
necessary to a proper understanding of the opinion of the Court: 

“On the trial the plaintiff, John Taylor, was introduced as a witness 
in behalf of plaintiffs, who testified that he and his wife purchased at 
Wilmington, N..C., at a price less than regular fare from Wilmington, 
N. C., to Old Point, Va., and return, two certain tickets (which were 
shown to witness, identified and put in evidence), one of the tickets being 
signed by himself and the other by his wife; that in buying the tickets 


164 | % 


N.G] _ - FEBRUARY TERM, 1888. 
TAYLOR Vv. R. R. 


he and his wife did not expect or intend to stop at Old Point, but to go- 


. directly by there to New York, intending to purchase at old Point or 


Norfolk other tickets to New York: that plaintiffs stopped a day : 
- in Norfolk and did not go to Old Point at all, being informed by (186) 
a fellow-passenger that they could have their tickets stamped at = 
Norfolk instead of Old Point. By his advice they applied to a person 
appearing to be a ticket agent or purser on board one of the steamboats 
of the Bay Line, which was then lying in Norfolk, to have the tickets 
stamped ; that person examined the tickets and signed and stamped them, 
and caused plaintiffs to sign their names on the back of their respect: 
tickets; that plaintiffs left Norfolk by another route, known as the: Cape eo" 
| Charles route, for New York, and came back from New York by: the 
same route, and did not go to Old Point at all. Upon his return the 
- conductor on, board the train of the defendant, after leaving Portsmouth, 
refused.to receive the tickets of himself and wife because they were not 
properly stamped, and demanded the regular fare from ee to 
Weldon, which was paid by plaintiff. 

Plaintiffs then offered to prove that the person who aed. aa 
stamped the tickets at Norfolk was the authorized agent of the defend- 
ant. Defendant objected, and the court sustained the objection, and the 
plaintiffs excepted. 

The plaintiffs put in évidence the “tickets” mentioned held by each, 
which were precisely similar, except as to the name of the holder. The 
following is a copy of the material pore of one of these oes and 
the endorsements thereon : : 


‘WILMINGTON & WELDON RAILROAD COMPANY. 


- “Good for one continuous first-class passage to Old Point, Va., 
and return, as per coupons attached, when officially 
| stamped. 


“Subject to the follawing conditions: 


‘Having purchased this ticket at a reduced rate, [ do, in consideration 
thereof, agree to be bound by and comply with the following conditions 
in respect thereto: The trip from point of sale hereof to point of | 
destination shall be made within ........ days from the date of issue (187) 
stamped hereon. The return trip from point of departure to 
point of destination shall be made within ........ days from date of de- 
parture, such date to be stamped on the return checks, which shall be 
presented to the agent at Old Point, Va., for that purpose, and until 
such. date’ is stamped thereon such checks cannot be used. The original 
purchaser hereof must be identified as such by a signature to be made 
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hereon, in the presence of and witnessed by said agent, who shall deter- 
mine whether such signature is genuine. by comparing the same with the 
signature of such purchaser hereto attached. This ticket and all checks 
attached shall be used in conformity with the above conditions prior to 
date punched. in margin, and in any event shall be void on and after 
that date. This ticket and checks attached shail be void unless the fore- 
going conditions are complied with. : . 

~ Signature, D. Tay or. | Bg EE, Putedow, ab 

_ Witness, R. E.. Brancu, eee a Gen'l Passenger poe . 


“The court being of spinon: ess the plainiifs could not | recover, they 
suffered to.a judgment of nonsuit and. Se Pale’ ae 


2D: L: Russell ao plaintifis. bs ee » 6a 4 fa tice ees 
| Thomas W. Strange for: defendant, x ee 


- Manituor, J., after stating the case:. The counsel for the appellee 
contends in the argument before us, and it may be here conceded. to be 
so, that the “tickets” put in evidence on the trial each embodied a: con- 
tract.in writing between the holder thereof and the defendant. The 

latter and the holder of the ticket each had a right to insist upon 
(188) ‘a strict observance of every material stipulation, -provision‘and re- 
“. quirement contained in it. Particularly for the present purpose, 
the-defendant had the right to require that’ the plaintiffs should each be 
present in person and respectively present to its proper agent at Old 
Point in Virginia, his or her ticket and identify himself or herself as the 
original holder thereof by writing his or her name thereon and having 
the return “checks” aia as:in the check Epovnet nich the plaintiff 
did not do. 

But the contract being a er contract 1n writing, it was competent 
for the defendant at any time after it was made, and before any par- 
ticular provision of it had been complied with, to waive a compliance 
with the sanie on the, part of the plaintiffs by a subsequent verbal agree- 
ment-~one not in writing. It is true, that a simple contract ‘completely 
reduced to writing cannot be contradicted, changed or modified by parol 
evidence of what was said and done by the parties to it at the time it 
was made, because the parties argreed'to put the contract-in writing and 
to make the writing part and evidence thereof. The very purpose of the 
writing is to render the agreement the more certain and to exclude parol 
evidence of it. Nevertheless, by the rules of the common law, it 1s com- 
petent for the parties to a simple contract in writing before any breach 
of its provisions, either altogether to waive, dissolve or abandon it, or 
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to add to, change or modify it, or vary or qualify its terms, and fia 
make it a new one, which must in such case be proved partly by the — 
written and partly by the subsequent unwritten parol contract, which has 
thus been incorporated into and made part of the original one. The 
reason for this seems. to be that simple contracts, whether written or 
otherwise, are of the'same dignity in contemplation of law, and there- 
fore the written may be changed, modified, or waived in whole or in 
part by a subsequent one, express or implied. Smith on Con- | 
tracts (*), 29; Chitty on Contracts (*), 105, and notes; Waits (189) 
Ac. & Def., 344, 362. | 

The plage did not contend on the trial that the “tickets” referred 
to did not correctly express the contract between them respectively and 
the defendant as of the time they were issued, but that subsequently the 
defendant, through its properly authorized agent, agreed to waive and 
did waive so much of each. contract, “ticket” in writing, as required the 
plaintiffs to appear personally. before the défendant’s agent at Old Point © 
in Virginia, and there produce the tickets and identify themselves re- 
spectively as the original holders of them, by writing each his or her 
name on their tickets respectively and having the return checks attached 
to them stamped as required. It was competent for the deféndant to — 
waive such requirement in writing or by parol agreement, and it was 
likewise competent for the plaintitfs to prove such pe icacal oa walver 
by parol. 

The evidence produced and received in the trial tended to prove: such 
agreement--that the defendant’s agent, or a person representing himself 
to be its properly authorized agent at Norfolk and not at Old Point, 
identified the plaintiffs. in the proper connection and did there what. the 
defendant might have required to be done at. Old Point, to give the 
“tickets” effect for the return. trip. The plaintiffs further “offered .to 
prove that the person who required and stamped the tickets at Norfolk 
was the authorized agent of the defendant”—that is, fairly interpreting 
the record—authorized to do what he purported and undertook to do. - 

Upon objection the court refused to allow the plaintiffs to produce 
such evidence. We think it was pertinent and competent, and should 
have been received. As it was not, the plaintiffs are entitled to a new 
trial, and we so adjudge. | | 

Error: | | 


Cited: Wood v. Rk. R., 118 N. C., 1064. 


fae ke 
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(190) 


ALLEN. WARREN, resis. vy. GEORGE HOWARD ano R. C. WARREN, 
7 . . EXncuToRs oF J. R. THIGPEN. . 


Trust and Trustéc——Parties® 


Where the trustee, in a conveyance to secure ieaitbns died before fully ad- © 
ministering the trust, and another person was appointed trustee under the. 
statute—-The Code, sec. 1276—Held: 


1, The substituted trustee could maintain an action against the personal rep- 
resentatives, heirs at law or devisees of the deceased trustee for such 
portion of the trust estate as the anginal trustee was seized or possessed 
at his death. 


2. That in such action it was not proper to make creditors of the ceidtae 
whose demands were contested, parties, as they were not necessary to the 
settlement of the only issue raised, viz., the amount Had custody of the 
unadministered trust estate. 


(Dayrs, J., dissented.) 


Tuts wag a civil action tried before nneD: J., at September ie 
1887, of Pirr Superior Court. 

On 22 May, 1882, Frank L. Thigpen, being a merchant much em- 
barrassed by debt, eouveved by deed of trust to James R. Thigpen, 
trustee, real and paroial property, including credits of the yalue of 
about $25,000, with power to sell the property and collect.the credits, 
and apply the fund so collected to the payment of the debts classified and 
mentioned in the deed in the order therein directed. The trustee sold the 
_ property and collected such of the credits as he could, realizing $23,- 
127.20. He disbursed of this sum $19,785.62 in the payment of the trust 
debts embodied in classes 1, 2, 3 and 5 and commissions due to himself. 
He also paid to A. T. Brace & Co., creditors of the sixth cldss in the 
deed, on account of the debt due cher. $709.31. Afterwards the last 
named ereditors obtained judgment against the trustee for $2,215.24, 
including interest and for costs. 

(191) Afterwards, in April of 1886, the trustee died testate, and the 

defendants duly qualified as executors of his will, and the plain- 
tiff was duly appointed trustee in the said deed of trust vice James R. 
Thigpen. 7 

The plaintiff, such aubstitated trustee, having made junend upon the - 
defendant executors for the balance of ‘the trust fund in the hands of 
their testator at the time of his death, and payment thereof having been 
refused by them, brought this action. 
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_ The defendants admitted in their answer that there was a balance of 
the trust fund in the hands of their testator at the time of his death 


which came into their aes but they further answer in sa thereto _ 


as follows: 


“68. The defendants are informed and believe that their doaiietel re- 


ceived notice from creditors interested in the due execution of the trust 
not to pay the debt set forth in clause 4, and claimed by the adminis-— 
trator of Martha J. Thigpen, for that it was not a valid debt and they — 
desired to contest the validity and payment of the same; that they have 
been further notified there is a judgment against their testator in favor 
of A. T. Bruce & Co., under the sixth clause of the deed of trust, and it 
is claimed that said judgment i is a valid lien upon the trust fund and that 
their testator is personally responsible therefor as well as’ responsible . 
out of the trust fund. 

“7, The defendants aver that to pay these two cen under clause 6, 
if both are valid, will require a larger sum than has come to the hands 
of their testator, and they set up a defense that the claim of Martha J. 

- Thigpen, by her death, she not being indebted to any one which, is 

.averred by defendants, became the property of said F. L. Thigpen, and 

‘as such was extinguished under the trust as claimed by other creditors, 
and that the judgment of A. T. Bruce & Co., the regularity and validity 

. of which they ask to have determined before the fund shall be taken 
from them. That the same was based on the invalidity of said claims 
either for the above cause or being invalid at the time of the  . 
execution of the trust. That if said judgment is valid and their (192) 
testator responsible therefor, they ask that the same be decreed | 

to be paid out of the fund. That as representing their testator they 
stand ready, as they have at all times done, to account for and pay over 
the fund'to whomsoever the law may direct under a decree of this court. 

Wherefore the defendants ask the court that A. T. Bruce & Co., and 
all other creditors and parties interested in the distribution of said 
trust fund, may be brought into court so that such decree may be made | 
in the premises as will protect. the defendants in the due and proper 
discharge of their respective duties as executors aforesaid. . 

The court gave judgment as follows: 

“It is adjudged that the plaintiff recover against the defendants judg- 
ment for the sum of $2,855.99, with interest from 25 September, 1887, 
on. $2,632.21 until paid, out of the trust fund, including the cost in 
Hearne, administrator of Martha Thigpen v. J. R. Thigpen, which is.to . 
follow this case. That after paying the costs and expenses and reserving 

' to himself proper commissions and counsel fees, the plaintiff shall hold 
the residue of the fund until the rights of the various creditors secured 

.in said trust shall be ascertained.” — 
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- From this judgment the defendants appealed, and assign as error: 

1. The court erred in refusing to grant the defendants’ prayer in 
_ asking that A. T. Bruce & Co. be made a party, so that the validity: of 
the Judgment, a copy of which is hereto attached and marked “D” might 
be passed on before the fund should be taken from them, if the fund 
ought to be applied to said judgment, and if not binding on the fund in 
its entirety, that a reference might be had to ascertain. show much of 
said fund should be applied to said judgment. : 

"7-9, The court erred in refusing to have all other creditors ‘a 
(193) ‘partieg interested in the distribution of said trust fund made 
; parties in this action, 80 such decree will protect the ae 
in their duties. 


John Deserens, Jr., ‘5 plaintiff. 
George V. Strong for sed ae 


Wace J:, after stating thé case: The testator of the ictentants 
was a trustee of an express trust, having 1 in his hands at the time of his 
death's considerable part of. the trust fund with which he was charged » 
by: the : ‘trust that he had not distributed to the creditors entitled to have 
the same. “This it appears passed into the hands of the defendants, the 
éxectitors of his will, not to be administered by them—they have and ~ 
hold it for'no such purpose—but simply to turn the same over to the 
substituted trustee, vice their testator, the deceased trustee. University 
v. “Hughes, 90 N, 6., 537. 

The plaintiff was “duly appointed such substituted jisies: as allowed 
by ‘the“statute (The Code, sec. 1276), which authorizes and ‘empowers 
thé clerk of the Superior ‘Court of the county where the deed’ of trust 
was executed, as in the statute provided, “to appoint some discreet, com- 
petent: ‘person to act and execute the said deed ‘of trust ‘according to its 
true intent and meaning, boss as pele as i appointed by the parties to 
the deeid. eee 3 

This provision plainly and necessarily ‘iaplio and contemplates that 
the trustee so appointed’ must have possession and control of and do- 
minion over the trust property just'as the original trustee had, of course 
subject to the control of the proper court upon due application asking 
its interference. Otherwise the substituted trustee could not execute the 
various provisions of the deed, dispose of the _property, pass the title 
thereto, collect debts and administer the: trust, fund as contemplated 

| “by ie | 
(194) nada to the right of the | trustee +o 80 have the property 
“of the trust of whatever nature, is his Tight to sue for and recover 
the same in a proper action for that purpose, when it is unlawfully 
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withheld from ‘him. It may be that the legal title to the trust property, 
in cases like the present one, if the property be real estate, passes to the 
heir at law of the deceased trustee, and if personalty, to the executor or 
administrator, as was held in the case of Gurion v. Melunn, 69 N.C, 242; 
but the heir and personal representative hold simply the legal title for 
the substituted trustee and should pass the same to the latter, to the end 
he may properly execute the trust as intended by its terms and as con- 
templated by the statute. The trust must be sadarnstetee by. the 
trustee—the statute so provides. 

This action is brought by the senstirated trustee fe for ‘the purpose 
of recovering from the executors of the will of his deceased predecessor 
the remainder of the trust fund in their hands, which they have refused 
to surrender to him. It is not any part of its purpose to hitigate.and 
settle the rights of parties claiming an interest in the trust fund, or to 
administer it at all—the purpose is to enable the .trustee to obtain .pos- 
session of it, and then, as suggested by the court below in its judgment, 
the trustee or the cestus que trust may, if need be, bring an action for 
the purpose of settling the rights of parties. clare, and the distribu. 
tion of the fund. 

In this action the rie proper thing to be done was to. ascertain, ahi 
the remainder of the trust fund in the hands of the defendants was, and 
give judgment in favor of the lowe for the same. This seems to have 
been done. | ; 

The assignments of error do not cnet to the aaa deme iit 
to the refusal of the court to order that A. T. Bruce & Co., creditors, and 
all other persons interested in the trust fund, be made parties to the 
action; thus practically turning it into an action to settle and. administer 
the fund in the hands of the defendants. This cannot be done. Cer- 
tainly it cannot, unless by agreement of all parties, with the .— 
sanction of the court. Because to do so would be to incorporate (193) 
into the action a multiplicity of inconsistent causes of action, and . 
bring into 1t parties more or less numerous; having diverse rights, the 
settlement and determination of which, in this action, would. lead. to 
confusion. To recover the balance of the trust fund and have it in hand 
to be administered, as the plaintiff seeks to do by this action, is distinct 
and essentially different from the purpose of an action brought: by :the 
plaintiff to have settled the conflicting rights of creditors of the fourth 
and sixth classes to share in that fund, as provided in the deed of trust. 
In the present action A. T. Bruce & Co. and other-creditors are not 
parties necessary to a complete determination of the matter in litigation. 
They will, however be proper parties in an action brought to close’ the 
trust and settle their respective rights to share in the trust fund.: If-in 
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such action it should turn out that A. T. Bruce & Co. were entitled by 
virtue of their judgment named against the first trustee or their debt 
on which it is founded, to share in the trust fund, they would be allowed 
to do so, otherwise they would not. The court could not in any case 
hear and determine in this action any question as to the regularity or 
propriety of their judgment; it could not set it aside for irregularity, 
error or fraud; taking it to be such a judgment, as it appears to be, it 
could not be attacked in this or any action collaterally. | 

The assignments of error cannot be sustained, and the judgment must | 
be affirmed. 

- Affirmed. 


Davis, J., dissenting: This action is brought by Warren, the new or 
substituted trustee, against the executors of the deceased trustee to — 
recover a sum of money in their hands which came to their testator as 

trustee. 
(196) The defendants allege that there are conflicting claims to the 

fund; that the administrator of Martha J. Thigpen asserts a 
claim to it, ond that A. T. Bruce & Co. also assert a claim to have a 
judgment which they obtained against their testator for a debt in the 
sixth class paid out of the fund, and that the fund is not sufficient to 
pay these claims if it shall be adjudged that both are to be paid. They 
ask to have the validity and regularity of the judgment against their 
testator determined, and “if said judgment is valid and their testator 
responsible therefor they ask that the same be decreed to be paid out of 
the fund.” It came rightfully into their hands, subject to the trusts 
which attached to it in the hands of the testator. 

As was said by the Court in Guion v. Melvin, 69 N. C., 242, upon the 
death of the trustee “the real property descends to fie heirs and the 
personalty goes to his administrator (or ee clothed with the 
trusts.” 

1 think the execator or administrator, if there is no doubt or dispute 
as to the right of the cestut que trust to receive the fund, may safely 
pay it ateecily to such cestur que trust without waiting for the appoint- 
ment of a new trustee, and such payment would be a discharge of the 
estate of his testator; but if there be any doubt or question as to. who is 
the proper person to receive the fund, or if the testator or intestate has 
incurred any liability in respect to the trust property, he has a right to 
have that question settled before he is required to part with it, and in the 
settlement of that question (which under the old practice was of equi- 
table jurisdiction) he has a right to have all conflicting claimants made 
parties. | 
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Under the old practice would not the settlement of this trust have been 
a subject of equitable jurisdiction, and would not the court have required 
all parties interested to be before it? 

If the testator was living would he not have the right to demand, 
before parting with the fund, that all conflicting claims thereto be de- 
termined? If so, 1s it not equally clear that his executors who 


find the fund in their hands not simply the subject of conflicting (197) | 


claims between cestui que trusts, but with a responsibility of their 
testator, protected before they can be required to surrender the fund? 


If it shall be that the judgment of A. T. Bruce & Co. ought to be paid | 


out of trust fund, but the substituted trustee when he gets the fund in 
his hands shall refuse to pay it and the executors of the deceased trustee 
shall be made to pay it under the judgment against their testator, will 
they not be subrogated to the rights of Bruce & Co., and ‘have cause oe 
action against the plaintiff ? 

It will not do to say that it is not srobable, for that is the very 
question they ask to have settled in this action, and which is resisted. 

Ruffin, J., in Hoover v. Berryhill, 84 N. C., 182, says “that Courts of 
Chancery had but few, and those very simple rules, for determining the 
_ proper parties to a suit, and that a leading one was that every person 
who had an interest in the subject-matter of the suit should be a party 
thereto, and this with the twofold idea of making it safe for the defend- 
‘ant to perform the decree and of avoiding unnecessary litigation.” Again 
in Barrett v.--Brown, 86 N. C., 556, it is said “a better reason for the 
rule (requiring all parties to be before the court) seems to be given in 
1 Daniel’s Chancery Practice, 240, where it is said to depend upon the 
intention of the Court to do complete justice by deciding upon and 
settling the rights of all the persons interested in one action, so as to 
prevent future litigation and to render the performance of the decree 
speed safe to those who may be compelled to act under it.” | 
_ ‘I think that the conclusion at which I have arrived, that the defend- 

ants have a right to the protection asked for by them, 1 is fully warranted 
by the cases cited and the authorities referred to in them, and by 
Adams in his treatise on Equity, sec. 315, et seq. (198). 

Where an interest exists which requires protection, it is pos- 
sible that a claim exists in respect to that interest, and the defendant is 
entitled to have all such claims settled together, so that the matter may 
be completely and effectually disposed of. 

The judgment in this very action seems to be pregnant with the 
“future litigation” indicated by the answer of the defendants. It pro- 
vides “that after paying the costs and expenses and reserving to himself 
proper commissions and counsel fees, the plaintiff shall hold the residue 
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of said fund until itis rights of the various creditors secueed in said 
trust shall be ascertained.” . 

If the testator of the defendants has iounved any liability in. respect 
to the trust fund in their hands as executors, and that is one of the 
rights “to be ascertained,” why may it not be—why ought it not to be 
settled in this action ? Why subject them to the hazard of having to pay 
the judgment of Bruce & Co. against their testator and then litigate with 
the very. plaintiff in this action, the question now raised as to whether 
it ee not to be paid out of the trust fund ? | | 


cm arr A 


C."E. COWAND anv Wire v. ROBERT A. MEYERS. 


| Pleading—Demurrer—Will-—Estate—I n junction—Waste. 


4. A demurrer toa eoinpieint containing but one cause of action must, go: ‘6 
the whole matter alleged, otherwise it will be disregarded. 


2A devise. to P. for life, remainder to testator’ s daughter N., provided he 
“shall have lawful heirs of her body, and if not, I gave it unto my son,” 
vests in N. upon the death of P. an estate for life which will be enlarged 
into a fee if she should have issue at her death; and the son took an 
estate in fee contingent upon the event that N. died without Bes aoe 
was entitled to be protected by injunction against waste. oaths 


(199) Civin action, tried before Shipp, J., wpon complaint and de- 
_ _- murrer, at Spring Term, 1887, of Buerre Superior. Court. 

~ Geéorge Wynne, a resident of Bertie County, in this State, in the year 
1855, executed a will wherein he devises the tract of land on which -he 
lived and described as “the Manor plantation” to his wife Phebe for 
life, and in a subsequent clause disposes of the remainder as follows: 

“] give unto my daughter Nancy Wynne one tract of land whereon I 
now live, that I lent to my wife Phebe Wynne her natural life, provided 
my daughter Nancy Wynne shall have lawful heirs of her bédy, and if 

not, I give it unto my son William D. Wynne forever.” 

Phoebe Wynne died the last of-the year 1859, and the said Nancy went 
into possession and subsequently intermarried with the defendant Robert 
A. Meyers. 

William D. Wynne, the cree dia in 1864 intestate, easing an 
only child, Bettie E., who intermarried with ©. E. Cowand, and they 
bring this action to recover possession of ‘the land, the. damages com- 
mitted thereon in the alleged cutting down and disposing of the Scowing 
timber, and to restrain further waste... 
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- The defendants demurred to the complaint upon the grounds: , 

1. That under the will of the testator the feme defendant has a de- 
feasible fee simple or a fee simple estate subject to be determined for 
want of issue of her body, or a fee simple absolute. 
_ 2. That the plaintiffs are not entitled to the relief they ask. 

Upon the hearing the court rendered the following judgment: 

“Tn this case it is considered by the court that the defendants 
are entitled to an estate in the land described in the will of her (200) 
father and devised to her and that she is entitled to possession ‘of 
the same. It is therefore adjudged that the demurrer be sustained to 
that extent and that defendants have and recover their costs, to be taxed © 
by the clerk.” 

The plaintiffs appealed and assigned the: silewiie errors: 

1. In holding that the defendant Nancy derived under ne will men- 
tioned any interest in the land. 

2. In not holding that the feme plaintiff’s’ father at the death of the 
_ life tenant became the owner in fee of said land and entitled to the pos- 
session thereof. 

_ 3. In not granting or continuing the injunction against waste. 

4. In dismissing the action and giving judgment for case ages! 
plaintifis, 7 


R. B. Peebles for plaantiffs. 
No counsel for the defendants. 


Smirn, C. J., after stating the case: While in a complaint several 
separate and distinct causes of action or counts are set out, a demurrer 
may be-entered to one or more and answer made to others. Ransom v. 
McClees, 64 N. C., 17.. If the complaint contains but a statement of one 
eause'of action, the demurrer must be to it as a unity or it will be dis- 
régarded, and in such cases it must: be sustained or overruled as a whole. 
and not in parts. S. v. Young, 65 N. C., 579. 

The judgment apparently leaves undisposed of the demand for damages 


and for relief against their being repeated, except as it may be involved _ 


in the ruling that the defendants are entitled to an estate in the land and 
to possession, both of which are consistent with a contingent remainder 
or executory devise over as tlie will may be construed to operate, 

to the deceased father of the feme plaintiff. But we are con- (201) 
strained to regard the action. of the court as denying any relief 

under the complaint upon the facts stated. 

.-We concur in the construction put upon the clause of the will recited 
that it vests an estate in remainder to take effect at the death of the 
wife (Phebe), and which then came into the possession of the defend- 

| 175 


IN THE SUPREME COURT. : [99 
Founpry Co. v. HowLaAnNp. 


ant (Nancy) for her life—enlarged into a fee if the said Nancy at her 
decease should have issue. | | | 

No estate is given to such issue if coming into existence and surviving, 
but the effect is to defeat the limitation over to the son, William D., 
and transmute a life estate into an estate in fee in Nancy. The estate 
of the feme plaintiff is therefore contingent, and though Nancy has 
attained the age of fifty-five years, and in the course of nature cannot be 
expected to have children, the nature of the estate inherited by the feme 
plaintiff from her deceased father is unchanged and remains the same, 
dependent upon a contingency as before, yet it will be protected against — 
unauthorized waste and injury to the damage of the inheritance. 

In Gordon v. Lowther, 75 N. C., 193, the facts were similar, except 
that the limitation over and after the life estate, was to such children as 
the life tenant might have who attained the age Se twenty-one years, and 
to the plaintiff if there were none such left; and the life tenant, as in our 
case; had passed the period of child-bearing, and it was decided that no 
recovery could be had for damages from waste already committed, but 
the plaintiff was entitled to protection against future waste and destruc- 
tion by the exercise of the restraining power of the court. This case is 
not distinguishable in principle from that before us and is decisive 
the appeal. 

There is error in sustaining the demurrer and refusing all 

(202) relief, and the ruling must be reversed, so that, if allowed, the 

ss @ause may proceed by answering the cape if the defendants 

shall be so advised and elect. | 
Error. 


Cited: Jones v. Britton, 102 N. C., 205; Conant v. Barnard, 108 
N. C., 320; Pritchard v. Commissioners, 126 N. C., 914; Peterson v. 
Ferrell, 197 N, C., 170; Blackmore v. Winders, 144.N, C., 318; Thomp- 
son v. Hupress Co., id., 392; Patterson v. McCormick, 177 N. C., 456. 


THE McNEAL PIPE AND FOUNDRY COMPANY vy. A. H. HOWLAND 
AND THE DURHAM WATER COMPANY. 


Removal of Actions to Federal C we urtsdiction. 


1. A defendant is not entitled to have an action removed for trial from the 
State to the Federal Courts, under the acts of Congress, unless the latter 
has original jurisdiction of the action. 
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2. When a proper ease for removal is made out, ‘no formal order to transfer 
the action is necessary—the State court will simply suspend further pro- 
ceedings unless the Federal Court should remand the cause. 


Morton to remove ‘ne action to Federal Court for trial, heard natore 
Merrimon, J., at January Term, 1888, of Dornam Superior Court. 

_ The action is upon a contract entered into between the plaintiff, a 
corporation formed under the laws of the State of New Jersey, and the 
defendant, A. H. Howland, a citizen and resident of the State of 
Massachusetts, to recover damages for the breach thereof, in the non- 
payment of goods sold and delivered, and is prosecuted against the other 
defendant, The Durham Water Company, a corporation created and 
acting: under the laws of this State, to establish and enforce a lien there- 
for upon the property of the initar, | 

The complaint was filed at Fall Term, 1887, of the Superior Court of 
Durham, to which the summons was rofunied and separate answers of 
the defendants put in purporting to be at that term, while the yertaon: 
tion of each was made in November, after its expiration. | 

The defendant Howland, alleged to owe the plaintiff for goods ( 303) 
delivered under the contract in more than twenty thousand dol- vss 
lars, applied by petition (when filed does not appear, but which was 
_ passed on and denied at January Term afterwards) asking for the . 
removal of the cause to the Circuit Court of the United States for the 
Western District of North Carolina under the several acts of Congress. 
The plaintiff resisted the application for removal, contending that a 
cause for removal by the said Howland was not presented in the record 
_ for these reasons: | 

“First, because his: perio and bond were not filed in apt time; 
secondly, because the bond did not conform to the requirements of the 
act of Congress, in that it was not conditioned to provide for the pay- 
‘ment of costs in the United States Court; thirdly, because the pleadings 
did not show a severable controversy tek as was provided for in the 
act of Congress of 1887; fourthly, because defendant Howland being a 
eitizen and resident of the State of Massachusetts and not being an 
inhabitant. of the Western District of North Carolina, and the plaintiff 
being a citizen and resident of the State of New Jersey——and as therefore 
the United States Circuit Court would not have jurisdiction of a suit 
originally brought in that court, it would not have jurisdiction of this 
. cause when removed, and on that account the motion to remove should 

be refused.” 

‘The defendant offer aa to file an additional bond, or to amend the 
present one in any particular necessary. 
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The court being of opinion that no order of the State court was neces- 
sary to the removal of the cause if it were a proper case for removal, 
and being further of opinion that the bond was insufficient and it had no 
power to allow an amendment thereto or a new bond to be filed, and that 
in the suit in which defendant’s petition was filed there is not “a con- 
: troversy which is wholly between citizens of different States, ”? and 
(204 that the Cireuit Court of the United States would have no juris- 
‘diction of the action, declined to make the order allowing 
defendant Howland to file a new bond or to amend the bond on file, and 
algo declined to make an order removing the action to the Circuit Court, 
from which rulings defendant Howland appealed. i 

.The bond was in the following form: 

Know all men by these presents: That we, A. H. ‘Howland, as prin- 
cipal, and S. W. Holman, as surety, are held and firmly bound unto 
The McNeal Pipe and Foundry Company in the penal sum of two 
hundred and fifty dollars, lawful money of the United States, for the 
payment of which, well and truly to be made, we bind ourselves jointly © 
and severally, firmly by these presents. 

The condition of this bond is such, that if said. ie H. Howland shall 
enter and file or cause to be filed in the next Circuit Court of the United 
States for the Western District of North Carolina, on the first day of its 
session, copies ‘of all process, pleadings and deposition: testimony and 
other procéedings* in a certain suit now pending 1 in the Superior Court 
of Durham County, State of North Carolina, in which The McNeal. 
Pipe and. Foundry Company is plaintiff and said A. H. Howland and the 
Durham: Water Company are defendants, and shall do such other ap- 
propriate acts as, by act of Congress, in that behalf are required to be 
done upon the removal of such suit from said State court into the said 
United States Court, then this obligation to be void, otherwisé off Force. | 

» Dated this 23 N ovember, 1887. 

A: H. Cee eel 
By W. W. Fouxier, Attorney. , 
gio Mbahike said | S$. W. Horman.. [Seal. | 
(. 05). _ John Hinsdale for plaintiff. 

LN 0 counsel for defendant. 


““guinny, C. J., after stating the case: The act of Congress approved 
on 3 March, 1887, and amendatory of that of 3 March, 1875, makes 
important chane: in the law which authorizes the transfer Me causes * 
- pending in a State court to the United States Circuit Court for trial. It. 
confines the right to apply for and obtain a removal to nonresident de- 


fendants, the plaintiff having elected to bring his action in the jurisdic: 
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tion of a State court, the sum in controversy must be more than $2,000 
instead of $500, the former limit, exclusive of interest and costs; the 
application must be made at or before the time when, under the law or 
rules of the State courts, the defendant is required to answer or plead; 
a bond properly secured must be entered into for filing a copy of the 
record in the Circuit Court on the first day of its next sitting “and for 
paying all costs that may be awarded if said court shall hold that the 
suit was wrongfully removed,” ete. 

‘The first section of the amending statute provides, moreover, hats in 
order to the exercise of orginal jurisdiction, the action “shall be brought 
only in the district of either the plaintiff or defendant,” and in the 
recent case of the County of Yuba v. Pioneer Gold Mining Co., decided 
in U. 8. Cireuit Court, N..D., California, in August last, it is held, Mr. 
Justice Field and the Circuit and District Judges concurring in the 
opinion, that under the second section no cause can be removed of which 
the Cireuit Court would not have had original cognizance. 

While it is true that the present suit is brought in a district where one 
of the defendants resides who is content to let it remain, the other de- 
fendant, who seeks another jurisdiction, is a citizen and resident of 
another State, and if there were a several controversy between them and 
it could be. severed and removed, the anomalous result would 
follow that a cause would be Frere constituted which om not (206) 
have originated in that court in that form. | 

The principle of the ruling in the case cited, seems to apply to the 
present proposed removal and with the sanction of such high authority. 
agreeing with our own reading of the enactment and its general scope 
and policy, we must sustain the ruling of the court below. . 

We pretermit, passing upon the other grounds of objection to the 
transfer of the cause, to wit: (1) that the application was not made at 
the first term of the court as of which the pleadings are filed; the want 
of diversity in the controversies between the plaintiff and defendants, 
their connection and dependence, so that presence of each in the one 
action is necessary to a full determination of the cause; the absence of 
any provision in the bond for the payment of costs, all of which have 
great force, since it is sufficient to say ne cause was not in law removy- 
able. 

It may be observed isis no order of ecaerl was necessary since a 
- eompliance with the prescribed conditions effected a removal, and all 
required of the State Court. was to suspend all further proceedings, u unless 
_ thereafter the case should be remanded by the Circuit to the State Court 
for a resumption of jurisdiction. 

We therefore consider the appeal peters us to be pon the ruling of 
the judge to proceed in the cause. Fitzgerald v. as ilk N. C., 492. 
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As to what are separable controversies, see Ayers v. W isnall, 112 
U. S., 187; St. Louis Ratlroad Co. v. Wilson, 114 U.S., 60; Louis. & 
Nash. Padeood Co. vu. Ide, tbid., 52; Putnam v Inara ee BT; St. 
Louts & S. F. Raslroad Co. v. Wilson: ibid.,; 60. | 

Affirmed, 


| Cited: Bowley v. R. R., 110 N. ©, 319; Pruett v. Power Co., 167 
N.C., 599. 


(207) 


JESSE D. WALKER, ADMINISTRATOR OF JOHN BROOKS, -Y~. 5. L. 
BROOKS ET AL. 


Contract—Married Women—Advancement——F - | 


1. Coverture disables a woman to enter into a binding contract, put it does not 
constitute a protection for her fraud, and if she repudiates her promises 
she must surrender what she has acquired by reason of them. - 


2. Where it appeared that the father had delivered to his daughter—a married 
woman—property of the value of one thousand and seventy dollars, and 
took her bond payable on demand for six hundred and seventy dollars, but 
made no charge against her upon his books of advancements: Held, (1) 
that the difference between the value of the property and the bond was not 
intended as an advancement, but a gift; (2) that although the payment 
of the bond could not be enforced, the obligor was not entitled to partici- 

“pate in the distribution of her father’s estate until she paid it or sub- 
mitted +o neve it charged against her.. 7 


Tuts is a special proceeding, heard by Shepherd, Saat Fall Term, 
1887, of Person Superior Court, peee eo | and appeal from the 

clerk. i 
This action, begun before the ie of the Superior Cou of Pawan 
against the Aistributses of the intestate and the husbands of such as 
have married, is prosecuted for the purpose of mi the estate in the 
hands of the plaintiff as his administrator. 7 

It does not appear that service of summons was aap: upon any, 
though the defendants W. W. Hill and wife, Ida T., come in after an 
order of publication as to them, they being nonresidents, and make 
answer to the complaint. It is unnecessary to pursue the cause in its — 
singular and irregular course in which all the defendants have borne a 
share in view of and for the protection of their several interests in the 
result, and thus make themselves parties to the action. 
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The only controversy finally evolved and the ruling upon which is 
brought up for review in the appeal of said W. W. Hill and wife, is 
between them and the administrator, and arises out of the following 
facts: 

On 25 February, 1885, the said Ida received from the intestate, (208) 
her father, a railroad. bond of the value of $1,070, and at the same 
time gave him her bond, as follows: 


“$670. On demand and payable with six per cent interest from date, 
I bind myself, assignees, etc., to pay John Brooks, six hundred and 
seventy dollars, for full value received of him. I hereby waive the 
benefit of my homestead exemptions as regards this debt. 

I hereby set my hand this 25 February, 1885. 
Ipa D. Hint. es. 


The clerk charges the said Ida with advances to the amount of $45, 
according to her own inventory filed, and with nothing in distributing 
the estate of the intestate, and from his refusal to charge her with the 
bond, the plaintiff appealed to the judge of the Superior Court, who 
upon the hearing rendered the following judgment : 7 

“This cause coming on to be heard, and all the exceptions except one, 
having been abandoned or passed upon by Judge Clark at a previous 
term, and counsel stating that the only difference between them was in 
reference to the amount which should be charged against Ida D. Hill as 
an advancement, and the court having considered the testimony, exhibits 
and agreement of counsel, which latter is filed in the papers herein, the 
court is of the opinion, and so finds and adjudges, that the coupon bond 
_ to the extent of six hundred and seventy dollars was intended as an ad- 

vancement to the said Ida, and that she should be charged therewith in 
the settlement of the estate, her bond being returned to her by the ad- 
ministrator. Plaintiff’s exception is therefore sustained. It is further. 
adjudged that this cause be remanded to the clerk to the eae that his 
report be reformed according to this-order.” : 

The defendant Ida excepted thereto and eppenied: (209) 


John W. Graham for plaintiff. bee 
 &.C. Strudwick for defendant. - | | — 


Smrra, C. J., after stating the case: The intestate left no charges on 
his books for advancements to the said Ida as he did against others of — 
his children, and she voluntarily renders an account for articles of the 
value of $45 furnished her, and submits to be charged therefor, and it is 
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quite manifest that in the contemporary delivery to her of the mulvond 
security and her execution of her bond to him for $670, the intent-was.to 
give to her as an advancement, or to pay her for kind services to him, 
and not to be accounted for—the sum of $400, the difference in their 
amounts—and this only as a severance in the indebtedness upon the 
railroad ‘security. The absence of any charge upon the intestate’s books 
for this sum, and the execution of the bond for $670, a debt intended to 


be created and put in the form of an obligation, repel the idea of an 


intended advancement, and show that the purpose was to make a present 
contract capable, were she not a feme covert, of immediate enforcement. 

Now, while in law it is not binding, it is an essential condition enter- 
ing into and connected with the transfer of the railroad security, so that 
she cannot retain its full amount and repudiate her own part. of the 


_ transaction in its entirety. In substance, the transfer is of the $400 


excess, and such the parties evidently regarded it. It is not a question of 
her ability to bind herself by a contract, but whether she can be allowed 
to retain so much as enures to her own benefit and disavow. her own 
‘part of the agreement, which was the consideration and condition on 
which that benefit was accepted. 

Coverture disables a woman to enter into a Hiadinge contract, but it 
affords no protection or shelter for fraud, and she must periern what 

she promised, or return what she gets by reason of it.. This is 
(210) well recognized as a controlling principle. Boyd v. Turpin, 94 

N..C., 187; Burns v. McGregor, 90 N. C., 222; Towles v. Fisher, 
TT NO, 437; Hodge +. Powell,:-96 N. C., 64. 

The distributee Ida cannot, therefore, keep the railr jaa bond and — 
refuse to recognize her responsibility for the amount mentioned in her 
own bond. As, however, this suit contemplates merely a. distribution of 
assets in the hands of the administrator, she can take none until her own 
debt is paid, and it goes to increase the sum to be distributed. If she 
refuses to do this and if charged with it, would, as we understand, be 
entitled to no part of the augmented fund, she must, if persisting in her 
purpose, be debarred from participating in the distribution of the per- | 
sonal estate. The judge, though calling this an advancement, charges 
her with it; and the same results follow, whether it be sailed an ad- 
vancement or a debt, and the misnomer is an immaterial matter. We 
approve the ruling and affirm the guceeent This will be certified to 
_ the court, below. 3 | 

Affirmed. 


Cited: Farthing v. Shields, 106 N. C., 300; Wood v. Wheeler, ibid.,. 

514; Hinton. v. Ferebee, 107 N. C., 156; Blount v. Washington, 108 

N. C., 233; Browne v. Davis, 109 N. C., 27; Hart v. Hart, ibid., 373; 
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Fort v. Allen, 110 N. C., 192; Wilams v. Walker, 111 N. C., 610; 
Draper v. Allen, 114 N. C., 52 Loan Assn. v. Black, 119 N. C. 328 ; 
Millsaps v. Estes; 187 N. C., 546; Nobles v. Davenport, 183 N. C, 210; 
Morris Plan Co. v. Palmer, 185 ‘N. C., 119; Freeman v. Rasieay 189 
N. C., 796. 


THE BOARD OF COMMISSIONERS OF WINSTON y. W. B. ann J P. 
— TAYLOR. 


Municepal C iciin-tetiiealietnien 


« Ay Municipal corporations. can impose no eas except such as are authorized 
by their charters. 


2, The charter of the town of Winston ahinoriges the imposition of privilege 
or license taxes ufon trades, ete. 


3. One who, in the prosecution of his business asa iaobuces manufacturer, buys 
leaf tobacco in the town of Winston to bé manufactured in a place without 
the town, is liable to the penalty imposed by the corporation for refusal to 
pay the tax upon the occupa ton of dealer in leaf tobacco, though he may 
be a nonresident. 


“Pars action was originally. Seanienced before the mayor of fii ( 911) 
town of Winston by a warrant issued upon complaint against the 
defendants for violating an ordinance of the town’ relating to taxes, and 
carried by appeal to the Superior Court of Forsyru County, wherein it 
| was tried before McRae, J., at October Term, 1886. 

Upon the trial, and upon the plea of not ouilty, the jury eebatned a 
special verdict in these words: 

“The defendants compose the firm of W. B. Taylor & Bro., who are, 
and ‘were, at the time the warrant was issued, tobacco manufacturers, 
living and having their place of business in the town of Salem, N.-C., 
where they were engaged in the manufacture of plug tobacco. “They 
_were not dealers in leaf tobacco, but made a business of purchasing their 
stock of leaf on the floors ‘of'the tobacco warehouses in the town of 
Winston, and carrying the same on drays to their factory in Salem. 
They attended the auction sales of leaf tobacco regularly, for the pur- 
pose above indicated. That there are leaf dealers in Winston, whose 
business is to buy and sell leaf. 

“The defendants denied the nght of the town ere to collect the 
special license tax imposed, as claimed by the authority of the town, and 
demanded by the tax collector, and upon their refusal, the warrant in the ~ 
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case was issued against them for the penalty imposed, for failure to take 
- out license to purchase tobacco, as above set forth. The jury further 
find that the defendants, without paying the special license tax and ob- 
taining a license, regularly purchased leaf tobacco for their factory in 
Salem, upon the warehouse floors in Winston, as above set forth. If the 
| court should be of the opinion, from the foregoing finding, that the 
(212) defendants are guilty, then the jury find them guilty; but should 

the court be of the opinion, from the foregoing facts that the 
defendants are not guilty, then the jury find them not guilty.” 

The plaintiff claimed authority to collect the license taxes out of the 
_ defendants, and the penalty for failure to pay under the charter and 
amendments thereto, and the ordinances passed thereunder. 

His Honor, being of opinion that the defendants were lable, gave 

judgment upon the verdict aes them, from which the defendants ap- 
pealed. 
- By an amendment to the charter of the t town of Wanstenccbaptse 31, 
Private Acts, 1885—it is, among other things, enaged: “That the com- 
_ missioners of the town of Winston, in addition to the powers of taxation 
already granted in the charter ae said town, shall be and are hereby 
empowered to levy and collect annually a privilege or license tax on all 
trades, protessions, agencies business oper lair exhibitions and manu- 
factories in said town.” | 

By an ordinance adopted by the commissioners 6 June, 1885, there 

was imposed a tax of “$10 upon every leaf dealer buying annually less 
than 100,000 pounds, and $5 for every additional 100,000 ile bought, 
or fractional part thereof.” 
At a meeting held by the commissioners 17 August, 1885, as a substi- 
tute for the above it was declared “that a tax of $2.50 be levied upon 
every person buying or offering to buy leaf tobacco and scraps, provided 
that a tax of $5 be laid upon every person buying more than 50,000 
_ pounds, and-less than 100,000 pounds, and that a tax of $5 be laid. upon 
every aan 100,000 pounds, or fractional part thereof bought by 
such person.” 

It was also provided that “any persons violating any of the provisions 

of ordinance 4 or 6, under the head of taxes, shall forfeit and pay — 
(218) for each offense . un equal to double the amount of the license 
therein contain 

The tax complained af is appenes under ordinance 6, as amended 
17 August, 1885. / 


— R.B. Glenn for plainteff. 
J.C. Buxton for defendant. - 
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Davis, J., after stating the case: We think there can be no doubt as to 
the validity of the provision in the charter of the town of Winston which | 
authorizes the commissioners “to levy and collect annually a privilege 
_ or license tax on all trades,” etc., mentioned in the charter. Wilmington 
v. Macks, 86 N. C., 88; Holland v. Isler, 77 N. C., 1. | 

It is also clear that the authorities of the town can impose no taxes 
except as authorized by its charter. Commissioners v. Means, 7 Ired., 
406; Pullen v. Commassioners, 68 N. C., 451; S. v. Bean, 91 N. C., BB4.. 

The counsel for the defendants insists that they are not buyers or 
dealers in leaf tobacco within the meaning of the ordinance; that they 
only purchase their stock of tobacco on the floors of the warehouses in 
Winston to be used in their factory in Salem, and not being residents of 
Winston they cannot be taxed there. The question is purely one of con- 
struction, and we think the case of Moore v. Commissioners of Fayette- 
ville, 80 'N. C., 154, cited by counsel for defendants to distinguish it 
from this case, ‘is. saithority for the position that the trade, profession, 
business operations, etc., of nonresidents, carried on in the town, may be 
taxed for municipal purposes, if authorized by its charter and ordi- 
nances. 

In that case the nleee resided abide of the corporate limits of the 
town of Fayetteville, but carried on his business as a merchant in the 
town. He owned bank stock in a bank located in the town, on which 
the corporate authorities attempted to collect a tax such as was assessed 
upon similar property possessed by residents. | 

In that case the Chief Justice, after citing Bute v. Commis- (214) 
sioners of Fayetteville, 79 N. C., 267, in which it was held that 
shares of stock in N ational . Banks, held by persons residing in the 
State, are subject to taxation in the county of the owner’s residence as 
part of his personal estate, and not elsewhere for State and county pur- 
poses, says, “the present case presents the case whether such stock owned 
by one whose residence is just outside, but whose business is within the 
corporate limits, may be taxed for municipal purposes in’ like manner 
as if his residence was also in the town. As. the place and manner, as 
well as extent of taxation of its citizens are regulated by the laws of the 
_ State, the solution of the question must be found in the proper interpre- 
tation to be put upon the clause of the amended charter, and in our 
Opinion is free from all reasonable doubt. The words are direct and 
positive, that such property as is held by the plaintiff shall be subject to | 
the burden of municipal taxation.” So here the law which authorizes — 
“a privilege or license tax” “on trades, professions, agencies, business 
acon” etc., in the town of Winston, is direct and positive. And_ 
why should it not be so? ! | 
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A nonresident doing business in the town has his business protected 
and enjoys all the advantages and benefits of police and other regula- 
tions that resident business men have, and should be content if the law 
allows no discrimination against him.. 

If a liveryman or drayman resident in Greensboro should send his 
omnibus and hacks or drays into the town of Winston and claim and be 
allowed the privilege of doing business there without payment of taxes, 
because he was a nonresident, it would be deemed a very unjust i 
- erlmination by the resident liverymen and draymen, | 
We see no error in the ruling of the court below. 

Affirmed. 


Cited: Redmond »v. Conmenee 106 N.C, 127; Hall v. Fayette 
ville, 115 N. C., 283; Guano Co. v..Tarboro, 126 N. C., 70; Plymouth v. 
Cooper, 135 N. C., 6; Range Co. v. Campen, ibid., "BOB: Winston. v. 
Beeson, vbid.,. 277; Drug Co. v. Lenoir, 160 N. C., 573; Mercantile Co. 
v. Mount Olive, 161 N. C., 126; Charlotte v. Bron. 165 N. C., 487; 
Bickett v. Tax Commission, 177 N. ey 436. 


(215) 


WILSON A. RAMSAY AND Wire v. DAVID B. _QHEEN AND W. A. RAMSAY, 
EXECUTORS. OF GEORGE H. GHEEN. 


@ ontraict—S pectfic Performance. 


1. The specific net Porinannce of a contract is not a matter of absolute right, but 
rests in the sound discretion of the court; if the contract is oppressive or . 
will enable one of the parties to obtain an inequitable advantage in conse- 

' quence of unforeseen events, a Court of Equity will not interfere, but leave 
the patue to their remedy at law. 

2. Where a father executed a bond conditioned to conv ey to his daughter | 
certain lands if she and her husband should move to his home, live with 
him, cultivate and manage his farm and support him, and he died shortly 
thereafter while the obligees were engaged in making the necessary 

- removal—they having furnished some necessary supplies: Held, that a 
specific Perera? would not be decreed. 


Crvi, action, tried before Clark, J., at Nov ember Term, 1887, of 
Rowan Superior Court. | 
. It appeared that George H. Gheen died testate in the county of Rowan 
on 21 January, 1887, and thereafter the defendants duly ape as 
the executors of his will, oie latter was duly proven. : 
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The testator executed to the husband plaintiff his bond for the sum of 
$1,500, and the following is a copy of the condition thereunder. written : 
_ “The condition of the above obligation is such, that if the said Wilson 
A. Ramsay enters into an obligation as agreed upon, to move'on to my 
farm, cultivate the same, all except where George Goodman cultivates, 
take full charge and management of the same, live with me in my house 
and support me during my life in a comfortable manner. In considera- 
tion of the above agreement, when fully entered into by said Ramsay, 
and for the further consideration of one dollar to me in hand paid by 
him, I hereby obligate myself to make to S. A. Ramsay, wife-of 
said Wilson A. Ramsay, a good and lawful deed in fee simple for (216) 
one hundred acres of land at the north side of my plantation, said 
land to be selected by said Wilson A. Ramsay; and when all the above 
conditions, obligations and agreements are complied with, and the title 
. made to said land as soon as the same can be properly surveyed, then, . 
and in that case, the above obligation to ee a and void; otherwise to 
remain in full force and effect.” 3 

It ‘appeared further, that in pursuance. at the terms and’ as contem- 
plated by the said condition, the plaintiffs—husband and wife—removed 
to the home and farm of the testator on 14 January, 1887; that the feme 
plaintiff remained with the testator to nurse.and care i. him while the 
husband, after remaining a few days, furnishing some supplies and 


making necessary arrangements for the comfort of the testator, returned 7 


to the county of Iredell to complete the removal of his effects to the home 
of the testator; that the testator having died, the plaintiff husband 
selected, designated and had surveyed the one hundred aeres of land as 
contemplated by the condition of the bond above recited; that he made 
demand upon the defendants executors, that they execute to the feme 
plaintiff a proper deed of conveyance for the same oF they refused to 
comply with such demand. 
_ The plaintiffs demand judgment, “that defendants, as executors afore- 
said, be required to specifically perform the contracts and covenants set 
out in anid paper-writing, by executing to the feme plaintiff, S. A. 
Ramsay, a deed in me simple — a deseribed tract of land _ for 
costs.” | , 
The seine maawored as ie 
“5. For further answer and as.a defense to this action, defendants say 

that the plaintiff Wilson A. Ramsay : (1) failed to perform the stipula- 
tions and conditions contained in the said paper-writing, in this: that 
he failed to enter intg an obligation to move on the farm of. the | 
said George H. Gheen and support him in a comfortable manner, (217) 
as provided in said agreement. (2) He did not move upon the 

farm of the said George H. Gheen in the lifetime of the said George H. 
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Gheen, and did not support the said George H. Gheen during his life. 
That said agreement was made and entered into 4 January, 1887, arid 
the said George H. Gheen died on the 21st of the same year and month, 
and before the said Wilson A. Ramsay, as defendants are informed and 
believe, had performed any of the conditions and pope contained 
in said agreement.” 

Upon the facts agreed, the court gave Nagin in favor of the de- | 
fendants, and the plaintiffs nevine excepted appealed. 


Theo. F. Kluttz for plaintiffs. 
No counsel for defendants. 


Merrimon, J., after stating the case: The purpose of fits action is to 
compel specific performance of an alleged contract appearing and sug- 
gested by the condition set forth above of the bond mentioned in noe 
connection. 

We need not stop to consider whether or not any executory contract 
was consummated so as to become operative as contemplated by the 
terms and purpose of the condition, and whether the defendants might 
under possible circumstances be compelled to perform it specifically, 
because conceding that there was such contract, we are clearly of opinion 
that it is not such a one as the court ought to require to be specifically 
performed. The testator of the defendants died a few days after he 
_ executed the bond and while the plaintiffs were just beginning to do for 
_ him what it was intended they should’ do, and what it is: plain the 
parties supposed would continue to be done through a considerable period 
of time—perhaps years. The expectations of the parties were suddenly 

disappointed by the unexpected sudden death of the testator. It 
(218) would, in our opinion, be unjust and unconscionable for the 
plaintiffs to take the land by virtue of such a contract, when they 
had done only a very small fraction of the service and benefit to the 
testator that he and they must have contemplated i in making the erleees | 
contract. . 

The specific execution of a contract cannot be insisted upon in equity | 
as a matter of absolute right in the party demanding it; but it rests in 
the sound discretion of the court, whether or not it will require it to be 
done. If the contract be hard and exacting in its terms, contrary to its 
spirit—oppressive, unjust and inequitable under the circumstances—not 
strictly what the parties contemplated in entering into it, or if the 
specific execution. of it will operate unjustly to the deecimant of the 
party complained against, the court will leave the parties to their remedy. 
at law. A Court of Equity will not lend its aid to a party who seeks to 
take inequitable advantage of unforeseen events and circumstances not 
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contemplated by the contracting parties, especially when the complaining 

party can have adequate remedy at law. It is not the province of a 
Court of Equity to defeat a valid contract, but it will not enforce it 
against conscience. Leigh v. Crump, 1 Ired. Eq., 299; Cannaday v. 
Shepard, 2 Jones Eq., 224; Lloyd v. Wheatly, tbid., 267; Herren v. 
Rich, 95 N. C., 500; Love v. Welch, 97 N. C., 200; Ad. Eq., 87. and 
notes. 

We concur with the court below in the opinion that the plaintiffs are 
not entitled to the relief they demand. If such contract as they allege 
exists, they have their remedy at law. The pleadings in this action do 
not contemplate such remedy, nor are they sufficient for that purpose. 

J udgment afirmed. 


Coted: ee v. Sidberry, 108 N. C., 309; Whitted v. Fuquay, 127 
N. C., 69; Rudisill v. Whitener, 146 N. on 411, 


| (219) 
_ GEORGE P. HORTON vy. JAMES C. HORNE. 


— Clam and Delivery—J udgment—C osts. 


1. If in an action to recover personal property the plaintiff establishes title to 
a portion of the property which has been taken and delivered to him under 
claim and: delivery proceedings, he will be entitled to judgment for his 
costs. 


- In respect to that portion which he fails to recover, the judgment should 
direct a return to the defendant, or that the value thereof, to be ascer- 
tained by the jury, should be paid him if a return cannot be made. 


CIvIL ACTION, to recover personal property, tried before aa J., at 
May Term, 1887, of Anson Superior Court. 

The summons was issued in May, 1881, and at the same time the 
- plaintiff having filed the requisite affidavit aad undertaking, the sheriff 
was directed t8 take the property mentioned therein and deliver it to the 
plaintiff, as provided in section 321, et sequiter of The Code, and which 
was done as appears by the sheriff’s return. 

The plaintiff alleged that he was “the owner and entitled to the im- 
mediate possession of the property” sued for, by virtue of a contract set 
out at length in the complaint. 

The allegations were denied by the answer, in which, among other 
things by way of defense, it is alleged that at the time of the seizure of 
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the property by the sheriff, about one hundred dollars worth of lumber 
was put into the possession of the plaintiff which was not claimed by 
him in this action, and “which made a full payment to the said Horton 
of the balance then due him by the defendant.” He asks judgment 
among other things, for the return of the pr operty or the value, ete. 
~The only exception taken by the appellant is to the judgment of the 
— court, which is as follows: | 
(220) This cause coming on to be heard, and jury. neve responded 
to the issues submitted by the court, as follows, viz. : 

1. Is the plaintiff the owner and entitled to possession of- the property 
sued for? Answer: Yes, except the logs and lumber on.mill yard. | 

2. What damage, if any, has plaintiff sustained by wrongful acts of 
defendant? Answer: Six hundred and fifty-five dollars ($655). 

8. What part of the purchase money has been paid? Answer: Six 
hundred and sixty-three dollars and eighty-three cents. an 

4. What was the value of defendant’s property if any, aonutully 
taken in this action? Answer: One hundred and twenty-five dollars 
($125). 

On motion it is ordered mae ee that the defendant do recover 
of the plaintiff, and the sureties on plaintiff’s undertaking, the sum of 
one hundred and thirty-three dollars, with interest on the same from 
this time. 

And it is further adjudged, that the plaintiff recover of the defendant 
the property described in complaint, except the logs and timber, and that 
he recover the costs of this action, except as are nee to the counter- 
claims, to be taxed by the clerk. 

The plaintiff insisted that so much of the judgment as related to the 
property wrongfully taken should have been in the alternative—. e., for 
the return of the property or for the value thereof, and that no part of 
the costs should have been adjudged to be paid by him, and he Eppes’ 
from the judgment i in those particulars. 7 


J. A. Lockhart Si plainteff. 
No. counsel for defendant. 
. Davis, J., after stating the case: Section 431 of The Code prescribes 
the manner in which the judgment in actions for the recovery of per-' 
sonal property shall be rendered. “Judgment for the plaintiff 
(221) may be for the possession, or for the recovery of possession, or 
for the value thereof, in case a delivery cannot ‘be had, and the 
damages for the detention. If the property has been dalivored to the — 
plaintiff and the defendant claims a return thereof, judgment for the 
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defendant may be for a return of the property, or for the value thereof 
— In case a Fran cannot be had, and damages for taking and withholding 
the same.” — 

In the case before us the personal property in controversy naving been 
put ‘into the possession of the plaintiff, the judgment should have de- 
-clared his right to the possession of so much of it as by the verdict of the 
jury he was found to be “the owner and entitled to the possession of,” 
and for the return to the defendant of that which was wrongfully taken, 
or for the value thereof, as found by the jury, in case a return cannot be 


| had. Manav. Howard, 79 N. C., 553. 


The plaintiff was also entitled to his judgment for costs. Section 525 


__ of The Code provides that “costs shall be allowed of course to the plain- | 


tiff upon a every . . . In an action to recover the possession of 
personal property.” 

This was an action for the recovery of personal property, and a gub- 

_ stantial recovery by the plaintiff. The action was rendered necessary by 

the wrongful detention of his property by the defendant, and though he 

did not recover aJi the property claimed, there was a recovery as to the 

greater part of it, and he is entitled to his costs. In Wooley, Admr., v. 


Robinson, 7 Jones, 30, the plaintiff 1 in an action of detinue to recover — 


several articles, sucbheded | in recovering some and failed as to others, and 
it was held that the witnesses examined for the plaintiff in regard to the 
articles only as to which he failed, were not, ipso facto, to be excluded 
from his bill of costs. | | 
In Wall v. Covington, 76 N. C., 150, it was held that no part 
_ of the costs of an action ean be taxed against the party recovering (222) 
judgment. | 
. The judgment of the court below must be modified and reformed so 
as to accord with this opinion. 
Error and judgment modified. 


_ Cited: Hall v. Tillman, 103 N. C., 281; Spencer v. Bell, 109 N. ©., 43; 


Wooten v. Walters, 110 N. C., 258; Ferrabow.v. Green, tbid., 416; 


Field v. Wheeler, 120 N. C., 270; Walliams v. Hughes, 139 N. G., 90; 


Vanderbilt v. Johnson, 141 N. C., 373; Phillips v. Lattle, 147 N. C., 


283; Cotton Mills v. Hosiery Mills, 154.N. C., 467. 
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GIDEON HAMPTON er au. y. W. H. WHEELER. 
Will—Tenants in Common—Statute of Limitations. 


Devise of land to wife for life, and after her death one-half to one of testator’s 
daughters and the other half to H. and wife (the other daughter), and 
their children, There were seven children living at the time of testator’s 
death. H. and wife sold, and the defendant holds under mesne convey- 
ances from them: Held, that the children (plaintiffs) were tenants in 
common with their parents, and having asserted their claim within twenty 
years, the statute is no bar to their right to recover their share of the 
land—one-ninth each. 


Civit action, tried at Fall Term, 1887, of Forsyrx Superior Court, 
before Gilmer, J. 

It appears that Christian Reich died prior to 1864, leaving a last will 
and testament, which was duly proven. The following is a copy of so- 
much of this will as it is necessary to set forth here: 

“1, I give and bequeath to my beloved wife, Isabella Reich, my home 
plantation, containing fifty acres, together with all improvements thereon 
during her lifetime. 

2. After the death of my beloved wife, I will that one-half of the home 
plantation and all improvements be the property of my beloved daughter, 
‘Nancy Reich, and the other half of my home plantation and all im- 
provements to be the property of Alfred Hampton and his wife, Jureda 

Reich, and their children.” 
(223) Isabella Reich, the surviving widow, died in the year 1864. 

Alfred Hampton and his wife, Jureda, died—the former in 
1878, the wife in 1885. In their lifetime, on 7 May, 1866, they executed 
a deed purporting to convey the land mentioned in the clauses of the will 
above set forth to William Reed. He thereupon at once took possession 
of the land and oceupied the same about three years, and then sold and 
purported to convey the same to C. S. Bauner, who afterwards, in 1869, 
died intestate, and, afterwards in 1870, his administrator sold the same 
in fee to the detendant, who has been in possession, holding acyenee 
‘since that time. 

The plaintiffs are the children of aad Alfred Hampton and his asa 
wife; and they were all in being at the death of the testator; and the 
youngest of them attained his majority more than three years next before 
‘the commencement of this action. They bring the action to recover pos- 
. session of the land and “contend that by a proper construction of the 
will the plaintiffs took a fee simple estate in the lands, subject to the 
life estate of Isabella Reich and Alfred Hampton and wife.” | 
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Defendant contends: 

“1, That Alfred Hampton and wife had a right to claim by their 
deed a fee oe estate, and defendant acquired a good title to the 
same, 

2. That if not a perfect title vested in Alfred Hampton and wife, 
they at least took an estate in common with the plaintitts. | 

3. That defendant’s title, if not perfect, has ripened into a good title 


by long adverse possession under color of title.” 


The court was of opinion on the case agreed, that the plaintiffs a are 
not the owners, nor entitled to the possession of the premises described 
in the complaint, their interest therein having been barred by the statute — 
of limitations, and that by reason of his deed in fee, the defendant 1s 
the owner and entitled to the possession of said lands. 

The plaintiffs excepted. There was a judgment ae them, (224) 
from which they appealed to this Court. 


Rabt. B. Glenn for plaintiffs. 
J.C. Buxton for defendant. 


Merrion, J., after stating the case: The clauses above recited of the 
will mentioned, are not affected as to their meaning by any other clause 
of it, or by anything appearing in it in terms or by implication. They 
are to be construed as they appear. 

The mere fact that the quantity of land devised was small—but fifty 
acres—that the testator devised to one of his daughters one-half of it, to 
the other, her husband and their children the other half, subject to the 
life estate of his widow, cannot reasonably be allowed to so affect and 
change the plain meaning of the words employed as to make them imply 
that the testator intended to devise one-half of his land, subject to the 
life estate of his widow, to the husband and wife for life, remainder in 
fee to their children. | 

The considerations mentioned, if they could be allowed to affect the 
meaning of the words used at all, would rather suggest that the testator 
intended to give his married daughter one-half of the land on which she 
would live with her family, but any departure from the ordinary mean- 
ing of the words could only give rise to mere speculative conjecture that 
could have no just weight or effect. | 

The real purpose of the testator seems to have been that his daughter, 
her husband and their children should own the land jointly, and for their 
common benefit—perhaps a place on which they could live and have a 
common home. He probably did not look beyond this to see what . 
might be the strict legal rights of the devisees severally. He wanted his 
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(225) ites and her faci to share what he had after the death of 


his wife. The rules of law applicable must now determine the 


legal meaning and effect of the clauses of his will in question. 

Then, as Alfred Hampton, his wife and their children were all alive 
at the time the will took effect, they, under the clauses of it mentioned, 
took the fee simple estate in one-half of the land as tenants in common, 
except that the husband and wife took as to themselves by entireties, 


subject to the life estate of the widow of the testator. It would be other- - 


wise, if at the time the will took effect the husband and wife had no 

_ children and there were no children or respresentatives of deceased 
children. The rule applicable 1 is clearly settled, and we need not here 
~ advert further to it. Moore v. Leach, 5 Jones, 88; Chestnut v. Meares, 

3 Jones Kq., 416; Gay v. Baker, 5 Jones Eq., 344; "Hunt. Satterwhite, 

(85 N.C., 74. 

| There: were seven children of the husband and wife. The jattee took 


under the will two-ninths of the land, as indicated above. Their deed 


of conveyance to William Reed, although it purported to convey to him 
the fee simple estate in the whole of the land, only had the effect to pass 
such estate as they had—two-ninths. The estate of the children re- 
mained in them, and they became tenants in common with William 
_ Reed, and such tenants with the defendant claiming to derive title from 
him, unless the defendant has in some way obtained title as poninet the 
plaintiffs by adverse possession. 

It is said in the case stated on appeal that the Gerenamat ‘hae been in 
possession of the land, claiming under his deed and holding adversely, 


since 1870.- It does not, however, appear that such adverse possession 


was other than that the defendant simply had the actual possession of 
the common property, and applied the rents and profits to his own use. 
This is not such possession as to the plaintiffs, tenants in common 
with the defendant, as with color of title and seven years adverse pos- 
7 session will give him a good title as against his cotenants. 
(226) He is presumed, in such case, to hold by his rightful title and 
his possession is not adverse to, but that of, his cotenants, as well 
as his own, until the lapse of twenty years, wher by such continuous 
possession, his title to the whole land becomes absolute and good as 
against his cotenants. This is well settled in this State, Caldwell v. 
Neely, 81 N. C., 114; Ward v. Farmer, 92 N. C., 93; Hicks v. Bullock, 
96 N. C., 164; Page v. Branch, 97 N. C., 97; Breeden v. McLauren, 98 
N.C, 307. | 
So the defendants’ title to the land in question was not rendered per- 
fect by seven years adverse possession up to known visible lines and 
boundaries with color of title; nor by twenty years adverse possession 
as to the plaintiffs, his cotenants in common (for, under the statute, the 
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time from May, 1861, to 1 January, 1870, is excluded). The plaintiffs 
are therefore entitled to be let into possession with the defendant as — 
tenants in common with him according to their respective rights. 
The judgment must. be reversed and judgment entered 1 in accordance 
with this opinion. | _ | 
Error. 


Otted: Heath v. Heath, 114 N. C., 550; Silliman v. Whitaker, 119 
N. C., 93; King v. Stokes, 125 N. C., 516; Shannon v. Lamb, 126 N. C., 
46; Darden v. Timberlake, 1389-N. C., 182; Whitehead v. Weaver, 153 © 
N. C., 90; Moore v. Trust Co., 178 N. G., 124; Davis v. Bass, 188 | 
N. O, 208; Crocker v. Vann, 192 N. C., 429, 


(227) 
@uoreE R. HORTON AND WIFE v. JUDSON LEE. oe 


- Will—Blection—Parol Rida 


Devise of “the tract of land whereon I now live” to testator’ Ss wife for life, 
then over to a daughter. Certain crops raised on the “tract” were also 
given to the wife. The tract on, which the testator lived embraced 59 
acres (the subject of the suit) which dcecendee to the wife from her 

- father’s estate: = 


- Held, the presumption that the testator did not intend to include the 59 acres. 
| in the devise to the wife may be rebutted, and parol evidence is competent 
‘to show what was in fact included in the “tract” whereon he lived. 


Held further, where in such case the evidence tended to show that the wife 


elected to take the property devised, knowing that the 59 acres were — 


_ included in the “tract,” and. occupied the premises, until her death, with- 
out dissenting from the testator’s will, then no one claiming under her 
ean set up any claim that would defeat the will. An election once made, | 
though by matter in pais, is binding. 7 


 Crvin action, tried before Merrimon, J., at August Term, 1887, of 
Waxe Superior Court, for the eos of land and damages’ for its 
detention. 

The material facts are as follows: 

“Wu. Lee died in the county of Wake, in 1861, leaving ai last will dud 
testament, which was duly proved at the August Term, 1861, of. Wake 
Coty’ Court, and which among other things contains the following: 
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“Ttem 1. I lend to my beloved wife the tract of land whereon I now 
live during the term of her natural life. : 

“Ttem 2..I lend to my beloved wife a eertain tract of land adjoining 
William A. Rhodes, known as the Herndon place, during the term of her 
natural life. 

“Item 4. I give and devise to my beloved wife all my novseiola’ and 

kitchen furniture, and the corn made on the tract of land whereon I now 
_ live and on the Herndon place. 
(228) “Item 6. I give and bequeath to my youngest daughter, Sarah, 
the tract of land whereon I now live and my negro man named 
Squire, after the death of her mother.” | 

It was admitted that Mrs. Martha Lee Ae on ate ee day of Janu- 
ary, 1887; that Sarah Horton, the plaintiff, was the youngest daughter 
of William Lee and the person mentioned in the sixth item of said will. 

It was admitted that the widow of Wm. Lee took possession of the 
tracts of land devised to her in said will, and used and occupied them 
until her death, and did not dissent from the will. 

It was ‘admitted that while the complaint sought the recovery of the 
whole tract. of some 180 acres, yet that, since the bringing of said action, 
possession of the tract had been given the plaintiffs, with the exception 
of the 59 acres described in the answer, and that said 59 acres were alone. 
in controversy. : | 

Tt was further admitted that the 59 acres, spoken of in the answer, 
was inherited by Mrs. William Lee from her father. 

At this stage of the trial the plaintiffs offered to show by witnesses 
that the words used by Wm. Lee in the first and sixth items of his will, 
to.wit: “the tract of land on which I now live,” included the 59 acres 
hereinbefore referred to as having been inherited by Mrs. Lee from her 
father, and now in controversy. 

After the will was offered and read the court said that, as it was ad- 
mitted that at the time the will was executed Martha Lee was the 
owner of the 59 acres in controversy, the same having been set apart 
_ to her in partition proceedings as her share of her father’s real estate, 

it would. be presumed that the testator did not intend to embrace the 
said 59 acres in his devise to his wife, but only his own land. 

Plaintiffs’ counsel excepted. 

The counsel for the defendant objected to the reception of such 
(229) other evidence, but the court permitted it to be offered, and it 
was as follows: 3 

“W. A. B. Richardson testified, that he knew the tract of land on 
which Wm. Lee lived at the time “of his death, since 18538 or ’54; been 
‘over the entire tract, of between 100 and 200 acres; when first aes it, 
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was like great many other old plantations; don’t know where the par-_ 
ticular 59 acres are; the entire tract was cultivated as one; no distine- 
tion or separation in it; the tract was known as Wim. Lee’s tract of land, 
and the one on which he lived at his death; Lee had a good many other 
tracts—one known as the Herndon place; another on the other side of 
Little River; never heard Wm. Lee speak of it. . . . The 59 acres 
is part of die David Bunch land; the mother of the plaintiff Sarah and 
the defendant inherited it from tie father, David Bunch; that Wm. Lee, 
who married Martha Bunch, bought of her brother and sisters chatr 
interests in their father David Bunch’s land after partition, and those 
‘interests thus bought, together with Martha’s 59 acres, constituted one 
tract since Wm. Lee married Martha, and that was the one on which 
Wm. Lee lived at the time of his death. 

“Wm. Underhill testified, that he — the land well; is 7 5 years old; 
the place Wm. Lee lived on was known as the Bunch plies or Aunt Polly’s 
place; never heard it called anything else; since it got out ‘of Bunch it 
has been called the Lee place; the 59 acres in controversy and the 
interests bought by Wm. Lee from the Bunch heirs are adjoining—one 
tract; Lee lived on the place he got from the Bunch heirs. . . . Wm. 
Lee and Miss Martha Bunch, who are father and mother of Sarah 
Horton and defendant, were married before 1831, and had children 
before 1848. | 

“Report of the commissioners s partitioning the David Bunch land was 
introduced, which showed that the part inherited by Martha was allotted 
to her igepand Wm. Lee, although plaintiffs admit that the legal 
title, by virtue of the partition, was in Mrs. Martha Lee at the (230) 
time Wm. Lee made his will. ae 

“W. A. B. Richardson, recalled, says, that the defendant last fall 
admitted to him that his father, Wm. Lee, gave in the tract for taxation, 
as a whole, including the 59 acres. 

“Gideon Liles testified, that he was 58 years old; lived eae about 
one-fourth mile from land in controversy; knew it well; Wu. Lee culti- 
vated it all together, under one farm—the whole plantation; it was all 
~ called Wm. Lee’s home; it was all together as one plantation. 

OW ALB. Rishardesu: recalled, testified, that Mrs. Martha Lee, widow 
of Wm. Lee, died in January, 1887 : have heard Mrs. Martha Lee say 
several times the land was hers and she intended it for her daughter 
Sallie—meaning the plaintiff; that her husband had willed it to-her for 
life, and after that to his daughter Sallie; witness always thought she 
meant the whole land, but she made no defiition and no distinction ; she 
said it was her land. 
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-“Thadeus Lee, brother of plaintiff and defendant, testified, that he 
heard his mother, Martha Lee, say all of the tract was her land, and at 
her death it went to Sallie; father cultivated the land all together i in his 
lifetime. 

“Geo. R. Horton testified, that in all the land willed to Mrs. Martha 

Lee by Wm. Lee, there were some 300 acres out of 500 acres. 

“Defendant objected, specially to the testimony of W. A. B. Richard: 
son and Thad. Lee as to declarations of Martha Lee, set out above. | 

“The following issue was submitted to the jury: 

“Are the plaintiffs the owners and entitled to the possession of fifty- 

-. nine acres of land described in the answer of the defendant? | 
“The court instructed the jury that if they believed the testimony and 
admissions of the parties, the plaintiff was not entitled to recover, 

(231) and directed the issue to be answered in the negative. There was 

a verdict for defendant, under the court’s direction, and judgment 
accordingly. 
The plaintiffs excepted to the charge of the court, and avicene from 
the judgment rendered. 


Fuller & Snow for plaintiffs. 
Battle & Mordecat for defendant. 


Davis, J., after stating the case: Whatever was embraced in the first 
clause of the will of William Lee passed under the sixth clause to the 
plaintiff after the death of Martha Lee. 

The plaintiff says it embraced and included the fifty-nine acres in 
dispute. The defendant says, no—that as to the fifty-nine acres Martha 
Lee held, not under the will of Wm. Lee but under a title derived by 
inheritance from her father, and that she was not put to her election to 
take under the will or to hold by her independent title in fee. 

Two questions are, involved: 

‘1st. Was the land in controversy included -in “the tract of land 
whereon” the testator resided and embraced 1 in the first and sixth clauses 
of his will? 

2d. If so, did Martha Lee accept the devises to her with a knowledge 
of the fact that it was so included ? 

1. There is no ambiguity upon the face of the will. The testator de- 
vised “the tract of land whereon” he resided. The area and extent of 
that tract and what was included therein, are questions of fact.. Did it 
include the fifty-nine acres? Did the testator intend to include the 
fifty-nine acres? It is true, as was said in Isler v. Isler, 88 N. C., 581, 
“that there is a prima facie presumption always that a testator means 
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only to dispose of what is his own, and what he has a right to give; 
and if it be at all doubtful by the terms of his will, whether he had in 
fact a purpose to dispose of property really belonging to another, that 
doubt will govern the courts, so that the true owner, even though - 

he should derive other benefits under the will, will not be driven. (232) 
to make an election. But if, on the other hand, there should be 

a manifest purpose expressed i in the will to. dispose of the thing itself, 
then it is wholly immaterial whether he should recognize it or not as 
belonging to another, or whether he shall believe that the title and right 
to dispose of it vested in himself or not.” 

It is the clearly expressed purpose of the testator that the plaintiff 
should have “the tract of land whereon” he resided, after the death of 
her mother, but when it appeared that the land in dispute was inherited 
by the devisee Martha from her father, “it would be presumed,” as was 
said by his Honor, “that the testator did not intend to include the fifty- 
niné acres in the devise to his wife, but only his own land”; but this pre- 
sumption may be rebutted, and parol evidence is competent to fit the 
thing to the description and show what was in fact included in the tract. 
Stowe v. Davis, 10 Ired., 431; 1st Greenleaf, sec. 288; Dodson v. Green, 
4 Dev., 438; Bolick v. Bolick, 1 Ired., 244. 

When there is no doubt, as here, apparent upon the face of the will as 
to what was meant by the testator, but the doubt is raised by something 
extrinsic—that is latent—parol evidence is competent to show what was - 
meant. 1 Greenleaf, sec. 297; D. & D. Institute v. Norwood, Bus. Eq, m 
65; Kincaid v. Lowe, Phil. Eq, 41, 

Th Branch v. Hunter, Phil. Law, 1, evidence offered to show that a 
tract of land, called the “Enfield tract,” embraced the land in controversy 
was rejected by the court below, but on appeal was held to be error. _ 

Light may be thrown upon the first clause by the fourth. When the 
testator gave to his wife, among other things, “the corn and fodder 
raised on the land whereon I now live,” would she not have been entitled 
to the corn and fodder made on the entire farm cultivated as one, or 
would it have been the duty of the executors to sell what was raised on 
the fifty-nine acres? 

2. If the land in controversy was embraced in the tract on (233) 
which the devisee resided, did Mrs. Lee elect to take the devises — 
made to her with a iengaleiee of that fact? It is only material that she 
should have known the fact that the fifty-nine acres were included in 
the tract given to her for life and then to her daughter Sarah, and if, 
with this knowledge, she accepted the property given to her for tee then 
neither she, nor any one claiming under her, would be heard to assert any 
claim that would defeat the will of the testator. Adams Equity, sec. 96 
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and note. It is there said that “an section once made, though by matter 
im pais, is binding.” 

There was error in the instruction of the court, and the plaintiff is 
entitled to a new trial. 

Error. 

| Cited: Pe Stewart, 126 N. C., 527; i v. Woodlief, 136 
N. C., 138. 


H. W. TIMBERLAKE y. W. C. POWBLL er at.* 


Lessor and Lessee—Rights of assignee of jung: wm clam sl 
delovery—C onversion. 


Lessor recovered judgment against lessee in an action of claim and delivery 
to recover possession of crops and enforce his lien for rent. Pending the 
suit, the lessee delivered a portion of the crop to the defendants to pay for 
supplies furnished him. The judgment was assigned to the plaintiff who 

sues defendants for damages for the conversion: Held, 


1. The plaintiff assignee acquired no title to any property not mentioned in the 
judgment, and he must accept the assessed money value of such as cannot 
- be delivered under the judgment. 


2. The assignment is not of all the rights of the lessor, but of the right vested 
in him by virtue of the judgment and to enforce the same against the 
lessee. — 


8..The assignee cannot maintain an action against defendants for an inde- - 
pendent liability incurred by their alleged tortious act. 


(234) Crvin action to recover damages of defendants for an alleged 
conversion of certain personal property, tried at April Term, 
1887, of Franxriin Superior Court, before J. H. _Merrimon, J. 
The plaintiff appealed. 


CO. M. Cooke and F. 8. Spruill for plaintiff. 
N.Y. Gulley for defendants. 


Surru, C.J. In 1885 J. N. Perkinson leased from R. E. Gill a tract 
of land, to be cultivated during that year, for the sum of one hundred 
dollars, and to recover possession of the etOpe and enforce his lien the 


*Mr. ASSOCIATE JUSTICE Davis, having been of counsel DEON: did not sit at 
the hearing of this cause. 
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latter, in November, instituted his action against the former under the 
- provisions of The Code, sec. 321 to 333. The property was accordingly 
seized by the sheriff, but returned to the debtor on his executing a written 
undertaking as prescribed 3 in section 326, 
_ Atthe January Term of the Superior Court next ensuing he recovered 
judgment, the substance of which is in these words: “It is adjudged that 
the plaintiff recover of the defendant and R. H. Timberlake, his surety, - 
the property described in the affidavit for claim and delivery in this 
action, to wit, about 2,000 pounds of seéd cotton, 15 barrels corn, 300 
pounds tobacco, and four stacks fodder, and in case a delivery of said 
property cannot be had, then and in that event it 1s adjudged that the 
plaintiff recover of the said defendant and of R. H. Timberlake, his 
surety, aforesaid, the sum of $96.20, with interest thereon from 1 De- 
cember, 1885, till paid, and the costs of this action. 

On 17 J une, 1886, the plaintiff in‘that action made an eee to 
the plaintiff in this, as follows: 

For value received, I transfer and assign this judgment to E. W. 
Timberlake, without recourse. 

R. E. Girt, Adm’r and Agent. 


It was in evidence that three bales of cotton, the product of the (285) 
farm, as well as cotton raised upon other land, went into the pos- 
session of the defendants to pay for supplies furnished by them to Per- 
kinson; that during the pendency of the before-mentioned suit, the cot- 
ton therein sued for was ginned and put in two bales, of which the 
defendants got possession, as well as the proceeds of said tobacco, and 
converted all to their own use. 

‘The present action is to recover damages for the conversion and ap- 
propriation of the five bales of cotton delivered by Perkinson to the 


defendants. The right to the converted goods is derived solely under - 


this assignment. — 

The court being of opinion that it gave the plaintiff no title whatever 
to any property not mentioned in the judgment, and that as to the other 
property, if he could not get it under the assignment, he must accept the 
money value thereof as estimated therein. 

Upon this intimation, the plaintiff suffered a nonsuit and appealed. 

The appeal brings me solely the question of the correctness of this 
ruling, in deference to which the progress of the action was interrupted 
by the judgment of nonsuit, and this we are not to consider. 

The validity of the transfer as an equitable conveyance of the as- 
signor’s interest in the judgment is not disputed, and only the extent of 
— its operation and effect. | 
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The assignment is not of all the rights possessed by the lessor under 
his contract with Perkinson to pursue all the crops by whomsoever taken 
in the assertion of his lien-security until his demand is satisfied, but it 
is of the rights vested in the lessor by virtue of the judgment and to — 
enforce it against Perkinson and the security to his undertaking in any 
manner in which it could have been done by the assignor, and to no 
greater extent.’ The present suit is not upon the judgment, but upon 

an alleged independent liability incurred by other tort-feasors, 
(236) by their conversion of the same and other property to which the 

lien attached. This cause of action is separate and distinct from 
that involved in the former adjudication, and is outside the scope of the 
assignment. 

The assignee may take any steps open to the assignor in the enforce- _ 
ment of the judgment against the parties to it, and there his rights end. 

We, therefore, concur in the opihion of the judge in the court below, 
and his judgment is | 

Affirmed. 


Cited: Redmond v. Staton, 116 N. C., 144. 


DENNIS SIMMONS, Guagp1an, v. J. D. BIGGS, ADMINISTRATOR. 


Insurance Money. 


Where a husband insures his life for the benefit of his wife and children, and 
the wife dies intestate, before her husband, leaving children, her interest, 

. after payment of her debts, goes to the husband, and upon his death to 
his: personal representative—affiirming Conigland v. Smith, 69 N. C., 308, 
to the effect that, upon delivery of a policy, the sum to be paid under it 
vests in interest in the beneficiary. 7 


Tuts is a controversy submitted without action in compliance with 
section 567 et seg. of The Code, and heard before Phillips, J., at Sep- 
tember Term, 1887, of Martin Superior Court, upon the following facts 
as a “case agreed.” 

“1. Hardy W. Mizzell and Annie M., defendant’s 8 Intestate, were mar- 
ried in the year 1866. 

“2. That during the life of the said Hardy W. Mizzell he took out 
the following policies of insurance on his own life in manner and form 
| as follows: One for $3,000 in the Atna Life Insurance Company 
(237) of New =0RD payable to his wife Annie M. and their children; 
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one for $328 in the aforenamed company, payable to his wife, Annie M. 
and their children; one for $135 in the aforenamed company, pay- 
able to his wife Annie M. and their children; one in the Equitable © 
Life Insurance Company of New York for $2,000, for the benefit of his. 
wife Annie M. and her children; one in the aforenamed company for 
$3,000, for the benefit of his wife Annie M. and her surviving children; 
one in the Knights of Honor Insurance Company for $2,000 for the 
benefit of his wife Annie M. and her children; three several policies each 
for $1,000, in the Hartford Life Annuity Insurance Company, for the 
benefit of Annie M. his wife and their children equally. 

“3. That the said Hardy W. Mizzell and wife Annie M. had issue, the 
plaintiff’s wards who survived them both. 

“4. That Annie M., the wife, died on 14 September, 1886, intestate, 
and letters of administration on her estate were granted to the defendant 
on 4 January, 1887, none having been before granted; that Hardy W. 
Mizzell, the husband, died on 21 November, 1886, intestate, and letters of 
administration on his estate have been granted to defendant Biggs on 
19 February, 1887. 

“5. That the plaintiff has been duly appointed guardian of the chil- 
dren named. | 

“6, That the defendant, administrator of Annie M. Mizzell, has re- 
ceived from the said insurance companies one-third of the” several 
amounts specified in said policies. 

“7, That the defendant’s intestate owed no debts. 

“8. That the estate of Hardy W. Mizzell, the husband, is ay 
insolvent. 

“9. The plaintiff claims that, subject to his shies for. commissions 
and expenses of administration, he is entitled to receive from the de- 
fendant the said fund for his said wards, asthe distributees of the de- 
fendant’s intestate Annie M. That he has demanded the same — 
but the defendant refuses to pay or account with the plaintiff, (238) 
insisting that the intestate Hardy W. Mizzell, the husband, isthe 
sole distributee of Annie M., the wife, and that he shall hold and ad- 
minister the same as assets of his estate. | | 
“Tf upon the foregoing facts his Honor shall be of opinion with the 
| plaintiff, then he is to sign judgment in his favor for ............ dollars ; ; 
and.if of opinion for the defendant, then he is to sign jetemeny in his 
favor for costs. 

His Honor being of opinion with the defendant gave judgment accord- 
ingly, from which judgment the plaintiff appealed.” 


Batchelor & Devereux for plainteff. 
James FE. Moore for defendant. 
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Davis, J. This case is in principle like that of Conigland v. Smith, 
79 N. C., 308, and following the decision made in that case, there was no 
error in the iadgment of the court below. | 

Affirmed. 


1 Cited: Pima v. in Co., 130 N. Oy | 98s Lanier v. Ins. Co., 142 
Nos: : : 


> 


J. B. WILLIAMSON er At. v. JOHN S. BOYKIN et AL. 


Certiorari—Laches. 


The writ of certiorari will not be granted where the petitioner failed to per- 
fect his appeal by reason of an agreement between the parties that lapse 
of time should not deprive him of the appeal, if they failed to compromise 
the matter, and it was alleged by the respondent, but not denied by the pe- 
titioner, that a compromise was effected. The writ is allowed when the © 
petitioner is guilty of no laches, or has been misled by the opposing party. 


(239)  Prrition of defendants for a writ of certiorari, heard at 
‘February Term, 1888, of the Supreme Court. 


F. A. Woodard and W. C.M unroe for plaintiffs. 
H. F. Murray and G. V. Strong for defendants. 


Mrrrimon, J. This is an eppieaiion for the writ of certiorari as a 
substitute for an appeal lost. 

It appears that the respondents obtained judgment in an action lately 
pending in the Superior Court of the county of Wilson, at the Fall Term 
thereof in 1886, for the recovery of the land described in the complaint 
for damages and costs. The defendants in that action, the present pe- 
tioners, took an appeal from that judgment and notice thereof was 
waived and they were allowed thirty days within which to perfect their 
appeal, but they never did so. 

‘They allege in the sworn petition, that they did not perfect their 
appeal because they and the plaintiffs in the action, by common consent, 
undertook to compromise the matter in dispute embraced by the judg- 
ment with a view that they might abandon their appeal, and it was 
agreed between the parties that lapse of time should not deprive the 
petitioners of their appeal if a compromise should not be effected; 
that afterwards the respondents refused to allow them to perfect their 
appeal as of the proper time, and thus they lost. the same. 
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The affidavits produced by the respondents tend strongly to show that 
the plaintiffs in the action mentioned and the defendants therein—the 
present petitioners—did effect a compromise, certainly to some extent 
and perfect the same. The evidence leaves no doubt upon our minds as — 
to this, and that the petitioners paid the judgment mentioned, less fifty 
dollars, the sum agreed to be abated and the costs. Very strangely while 
the petitioners allege that a compromise was contemplated they make no 
reference to a compromise made; nor do they offer any explana- 

tion in respect thereto; nor do they deny in their petition that a (240) 
compromise was nade, as alleged by the respondents. 

The affidavit of their counsel simply states without explanation that no 
compromise was effected. It seems that he derived his information from 
his clients. Some compromise was made and the petitioners paid the 
money in pursuance of it, as above stated. If it was only partial they 
should have so alleged and made the fact manifest. As they did not, it 
must be taken, under the circumstances, that they could not. They 
ought, at least, to have offered some explanation in such respect and os 
failed to do so. _ 

The writ of certiorari as a substitute for an appeal lost, as sieeeds in 
this case, will be granted only when the petitioner shows that he has 
been diligent and there has been no laches on his part in respect to his 
appeal, and further, that his failure to take and perfect the same was 
occasioned by some act or misleading representation on the part of the 
opposing party, or some other person or cause, in some way connected 
with it not within his control. 

~The writ will be granted or refused in the sound aiscrctign of ne 
court, and as we are clearly of the opinion that the petitioners fail to 
show such merits as entitle them to the relief prayed for, the petition 
must be dismissed. | | 

It is so ordered. 


Cited: Graves v. Hines, 106 N. C., 324. 


(241) 
L, T. SMITH y. THE RICHMOND AND DANVILLE RAILROAD COMPANY. 
Negligence—Evidence—Burden of Proof. 


1. The facts being admitted or proved, negligence and scuerinatary negligence 
are questions of law. 


2. Where the injury is shown and there is nothing in the plaintiff’s proofs 
from. which it may be implied that his own want of care contributed to it, 
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the burden of proving contributory negligence is cast on the defendant; 
but if the undisputed facts, disclosed by the plaintiff’s case, show that he 
contributed to the accident by his own negligence, it will not be error in 
the court to direct a nonsuit. 


3. Where the facts, in respect to the contributory negligence are controverted, 
the issue should be submitted to the jury upon the whole evidence with 
instructions that the plaintiff cannot recover if his own carelessness was 
the COREE DULOEY, and proximate cause of the injury. | 


Civ acTion to recover damages for eisai injuries, tried neers 
Merrimon, J., at January Term, 1888, of Durnam Superior Court. 

The plaintiff alleges that in June, 1887, he entered the regular pas- 
senger car attached to the freight train of the defendant at Durham for 
the purpose of going to Hickory, and by the negligence of the defendant 
company he was seriously injured while in the coach at Durham. 

The defendant company denies the negligence and alleges that the 
injury received by the plaintiff, if any, was caused by his own negli- 
gence. 

The following i issues were es upon: 

1. Was plaintiff injured by defendant’s negligence, as alleged i in com- 
plaint? 

2. Did plaintifi’s negligence contribute to his injury? 

3. If so, was plaintiff’s negligence the proximate cause of ,the injury? 
e. 2 4, What damage, if any, has plaintiff sustained? 

(249) The plaintiff entered the coach at Durham on the morning of 

15 June, 1887, and his testimony is as follows: | 

“YT went to the depot at Durham to take the train about three o’clock 
in the morning of the 15th. A man in the railroad uniform, whom I 
think I saw afterwards taking up tickets, and whom I took to be the © 
conductor, was asked by me if that was the place to get on, and he 
rephed that the train would soon pull down in front of the ticket office. 
Pretty soon it did pull down, and he told me we could get on, and I 
assisted my wife to get on. When they pulled down, the engine and. 
freight cars were cut loose, and were carried forward and thrown back 
_ on a side track; that was the condition of the cars when we got on. This 
train was the regular early morning freight, with passenger cars 
attached; it had a sleeper and first and second-class and baggage cars; 
it may have had the mail car, but I can’t say. I bought tickets at the 
regular ticket office to Hickory for my wife and myself—first-class; I 
got in the first-class coach, and walked back near the middle and took a 
seat in the regular way. About that time a friend of mine came in; 
I got up and passed the usual salutations; I then sat down on the arm 
of the seat, my feet on the floor of the aisle, my elbow on the back of the 
seat, my hand clutching around the corner of the back of the seat next 
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to the aisle, my wife sitting on a seat on the opposite side of the ie. 
one or two seats in my rear; I had been sitting there maybe a minute — 
‘or more when a sudden shock came; the engine, with the freight cars, 
was thrown back against the coach, and I was thrown back against the 
corner of the seat in my rear; I was sitting on the arm of the seat, and 
the seat next in front was turned towards the rear of the coach, and the 
seat next in front was turned forward, bringing the backs near together. 
I had no warning of the approach of the train. When I was 
thrown against the corner of the seat the sensation was a very (243) 
painful one, with an indentation of the rib, and the second effect _ 
was to cause severe nausea. I was familiar with the methods of-the 
night freight in Durham; I had traveled on it-several times before; the 
train generally stays in Durham some time, shifting and coupling. There | 
is a great deal more jolting and bumping in the coupling of freight 
trains than in passenger trains, and I knew this at the time. I knew © 
when I got on the arm of the seat that the freight cars had not been 
coupled to the passenger coaches, and that they were to be coupled. 
Before I met my friend I had been sitting in the seat. I have traveled 
frequently on freight trains, and on this train, but, the shock was more 
severe than usual.” 

There was other testimony in anneal to the character and effect of the 
injuries sustained by plaintiff, which were of a serious nature. | 

Upon the conclusion of this testimony his Honor held that eee 
was not entitled to recover. _ 

Whereupon the plaintiff asked and ébtdined leave to submit to a non- 
~ suit, and then appealed to the Supreme Court, alleging for error the 
aforesaid intimation and pune of his Honor, © 


WwW. W. Puller foe ger. 
F. H. Bushee and C. M. Busbee for defendants, 


Davis J, after sists the case: The facts being sania or proved, 
the question of negligence and of contributory negligence are questions 
of law. Does the evidence of the plaintiff (and it is to be taken most 
strongly in his favor) constitute contributory negligence, and was that 
negligence the proximate cause of the injury? If so, the Pane of the 
court below was correct; if not, there was error. 

The plaintiff gives a clear and intelligent statement of the (944) 
facts, leaving no doubt as to how the unfortunate injury occurred. — | 
The Reports, English and American, abound in cases involving questions 

of negligence and of contributory neslienee. and as the broad mark 
which separates due diligence and watchful care from gross negligence 
and reckless carelessness is narrowed to the point where it is not easy to | 
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distinguish between ordinary care and slight negligence, many conflicting 
decisions are fouud. 

Even if the line could be clearly and distinctly defined, it would still, 
in many cases, be difficult to determine with certainty on which side to 
place them. 

We understand the counsel, who. so ably represented the plaintiff, to 
insist that if there is evidence of any negligence on the part of the de- - 
fendant, whatever may: be the evidence of contributory negligence on the 
part of the plaintiff, the issue must go to the jury, and that his Honor 
erred in holding that upon the testimony in the case the aaa was not 
entitled to recover. | 
_ We understand the rule to be well laid down i in n Tuft v. Wawa, 94 
Eng. Com. Law Rep., 573, cited by the Chief J ustice i in Turrentine v. 
R. B., 92 N. C., 638. 

It is there aid that the question for the jury is: “Whether ‘he damage 
was occasioned entirely by the negligence or improper conduct of the 
- defendant or whether the plaintiff himself so far contributed to the mis- 
fortune by his own negligence or want of ordinary and common care and 
caution, that but for such negligence and want of ordinary care and 
caution on his part, the misfortune would not have happened? : 

“In the first place the plaintiff would be entitled to recover, in the 
latter not, as but for his own -fault the misfortune would not have 
happened. | 

In Owens v. R. R., 88 N. C., 502, ated and relied on by counsel for 
the plaintiff, it is said, giving the authority for it, that “if negligence 
| appears by the plaintif’s own testimony the defendant might rest 
(245) on it as securely as if proved by himself.” Again, citing Rober- 

son v. Gray, 28 Ohio St. Rep., 241: “It is only where the injury - 

is shown by the plaintiff, and there is nothing that implies that his own 
negligence contributed to it, that the burden of proving contributory 
negligence can properly be said to be cast on the defendant; for where 
the plaintiff’s own case raises the suspicion that his own negligence con- 
tributed to the injury, the presumption of due care on his part is so far 
removed that he cannot properly be relieved from disproving his own 
contributory negligence by casting the burden of proving it on the 
defendant. . . . The question should be left upon the whole evi- 
dence to the determination of the jury, with the instruction that the 
plaintiff cannot recover if his own negligence contributed to the injury.” 
Of course if there be no dispute about the facts, and in law they consti- _ 
tute contributory negligence, and that is a question for the judge, he 
must instruct the jury that the plaintiff cannot recover. 
In Harris v. BR. BR. Co., 27 Am. and Eng. R. R. Cases, 216, it was held, 
as we have held in Wallace vu. R. B., 98 N. C., 494, that the dangers 
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naturally incident to travel by rail are greater on freight than on pas- 
senger trains, and call for a correspondingly higher degree of care on 
the part of passengers. In that case the train (a freight train with a 
caboose attached for passengers) had stopped to do some switching, and 
it was held to be such contributory negligence as would bar the plaintifi’s 
recovery, if he knew, or by ordinary care could have known, that a part 
of the train was likely to be backed against the part to which the caboose 
was attached and that some concussion or jar would be the result, and | 
“then without thinking about the approach of the cars, and without pay- 
ing any attention to whether they were approaching or not, left his 
seat and stood up in the car and was thrown down and injured, when 
he would not have been, had he kept his seat or resumed the 

- same before the cars struck,” his Beer eens was the proximate ae) 
cause of the injury. 

Ashe, J., in Farmer v. R. &., 88 N. C., 564, says: “If the act of the 
plaintiff is directly connected, so as to he concurrent with that of the 
defendant, then his negligence is proximate and will bar his recovery.” 

The counsel for the plaintiff relies on the case of Gee v. Mid. R. R. 
Co., 8 Q. B., 161, which was fully discussed and considered with great 
care and which he thinks bears an exact analogy to the case before us. 
Upon a careful examination, we arrive at a different conclusion and can 
find in it nothing which is at variance with the decisions of this Court. 
In that case the plaintiff, being a passenger on defendant’s railway, 
“sot up from his seat and put his hand on the bar which passed across 
the window of the carriage with the intention of looking out to see the 
lights of the next station and that the pear caused the door to fly. 
open and the plaintiff fell out and was injured. | 

Two questions were left to the jury: 1. Whether there was negligence 
on the part of the defendant in not properly fastening the door? 
2. Whether there was negligence or improper or imprudent conduct on — 
the part. of the plaintiff? a 

It appears from the case (and such we understand to be the a | 
that in England, railway carriages on leaving stations are shut and 
fastened from the outside, and it is the duty of the railway servants, 
_ when a train leaves a station, to see that the doors are properly fastened. 
It seems that the passenger when he enters the carriage is shut in and 
the door fastened from the outside, and Grove, J., says: “the doors are 
so constructed, and properly so, because if you arranged a door so that 
the passenger could open it from the inside, it would be an extremely 
perilous system—passengers would be continually opening the door and 
it would be very much worse for the general safety of the public.” This 
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being so, it is said that a passenger who rises from his seat to 
(247) look out to view the scenery or for any other lawful purpose, 
“has a right to assume and is justified in assuming that the door 
is properly fastened; and if by reason of its not being properly fastened 
his lawful act causes the door to fly open the accident is caused by the 
defendant’s negligence.” There was no negligence on the part of the 
passenger. It was held in Bridgers v. R. R., cited in that case, that “af. 
facts are disclosed in the plaintiff’s case, the truth of which is not dis- 
puted, and which, if true, clearly shows that the plaintiff contributed to 
the accident, then the judge may nonsuit, not because he can take upon 
himself to find the contributory negligence proved, but because, in such 
- a case, the plaintiff fails upon an issue which lies upon him, viz.: the 
issue whether the damage is caused by the negligence of the defendants.” 
There is no dispute in the case before us as to how the injury occurred. 
The plaintiff was sitting on the arm of the seat, when the engine and 
freight cars were thrown back against the coach, with a sudden shock, 
and the plaintiff says that “there is a great deal more jolting and bump- 
ing in the coupling of freight trains than in passenger trains, and I 
knew it. I knew when I got on the arm of the seat that the freight cars 
had not been coupled to the passenger coaches and that they were to be 
coupled.” If the negligent and thoughtless act of the plaintiff was the 
contributory and proximate cause of the injury, as we think the undis- 
puted facts show, there was no error in the ruling of his Honor. 
No error. 


Cited: McAdoo v. BR. B., 105 N. C., 151; Deans v. BR. R., 107 N. C., 
694; Browne v. R. R., 108 N. C., 45; Taylor v. BR. B., 109 N. C., 287; 
Emry v. R. R., cbid., 592; Marable v. R. R., 142 N. C., 564; Peterson v. 
R. R., 148 N. C., 267; Suttle v. R. R., 150 N. C., “eTA: Braswell v. 
Morrow, 195 N. on si. 


(948) 
THOMAS A. McNEILL, ADMINISTRATOR oF ALICE. SMITH ET AL., V. 
cone P. HODGES ET AL, 


J urisdiction— Venue. 


Except by consent, or in those cases specially permitted by the statutes, the 
judge of the. Superior Court has no jurisdiction to hear a cause or make 
orders therein outside of the county in which the action is pending. | 
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Tuts is a special proceeding, began in the county of CumprrLanp, — 
for the settlement of a guardianship, and heard upon exceptions before | 
Clark, J., at Chambers, in Ricumonp County, on 7 June, 1887. 

In the course of the action there was a reference and report to which 
exceptions were filed. Thereupon the plaintiff served ten days notice 
on the defendant Hodges to appear at Chamber's, in Rockingham, Rich- 
mond Oounty, on 7 June; and the defendant Hodges, by his counsel, ap- 
peared accordingly, and insisted to the court that it was irregular and | 
not according to law, and contrary to the practice of the court to require 
a defendant to come out of his own county to Richmond County, to try 
a case. that was regularly on the docket of Cumberland. County, and 
asked. that, the case be continued until the next regular term of Cumber- | 
land County. 

‘This was overruled and dependant Hodges excepted. 

- The court then proceeded to hear the exceptions to the account as filed 
by defendants Hodges and Smith, and gave suogmenere for the plaintiffs, 
from which the defendants appealed. 


R. H. Battle for plaintiffs. 
P. D. Walker (N. W. Ray filed a brief) for defendants. 


Merrimon, J., after stating the case: Regularly, an action (249) 
must be conducted, tried and dispased of not only in the courts, 
but as well in the county where it is pending. The several statutes pre- 
scribing and regulating the jurisdiction of the courts, the method of 
procedure and practice, so in effect provide, except in particular cases 
and respects specially provided for, such as the granting of injunctions 
pending the action until the hearing upon the merits, the appointment 
of receivers and the like. Bynum v. Powe, 97 N. C., 374. 

Such special exercise of authority is exceptional and should not be 
extended by mere implication or possible inference. An important and 
valuable part of the purpose of establishing courts in every county is to 
promote the fairness of trials, the convenience of parties, and to econo- 
mize time, costs and personal expenses. Although in some cases and in 
some aspects of cases, parties are to. be taken from their respective 
counties in matters of litigation, the general purpose of the law is to 
avoid this as much as practicable, and it may be done only when the 
statute certainly allows it. | 

‘The statute (The Code, sec. 423), upon which the judge based his 
action complained of, provides among other things, that “the report of 
_ the referee shall be made to the clerk of the court in which the action 

is pending; either party, during the term, or upon ten days notice to 
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the adverse party, out of term, may move the judge to review such 
report and set it aside, modify or confirm the same in whole or in part, 
and no judgment shall be entered on any reference except by order of 
the judge.” 
The authority thus to be exercised “out of term,” must, we think, be 
exercised in the county in whose court the action in which the report is 
made is pending. The words “out of term may move the judge,” ete.— 
nothing further being provided as in the statutory provision cited— 
means “out of term,” within the territorial jurisdiction of the judge as 
to that action—not beyond and outside of it, unless by the com- 
(250) mon consent of the parties. There is nothing in the statute cited 
- that can be construed to mean that either party “may move the 
judge,” etc., outside of the county in whose court the action is pending; 
nor can the statutory provision of The Code, in respect to granting in- 
junctions and the like, be invoked in aid of such exercise of authority, 
because these expressly authorize the judge to grant injunctions any- 
where within the judicial district in which he presides, and under some 
circumstances in actions pending in courts adjoining districts. (The 
Code, secs. 334, 337.) Indeed, these provisions rather tend to show 
that the interpretation we give that in question is the correct one; they 
serve to show that the Legislature, where it intended to extend the au- 
thority of the judges beyond the ordinary course of procedure, said so 
in such terms as left no doubt as to. the intent. Moreover, it is not at 
all probable that the Legislature intended that a suitor should be re- 
quired, perhaps at great inconvenience and expense, to go from the 
county in whose court his action is pending, to another adjoining— 
perhaps a distant one—to have his case heard and determined out of the 
ordinary course of trying actions. The more probable and reasonable 
view 18, that the purpose had in view was to expedite the hearing of the 
action in the case provided for out of term in the county where the 
action is pending. 

If it be said, how can the judge in vacation time pe in the county 
where the action is pending, when his duties require him to be else- 
where? the reply is, he may sometimes as convenience may allow, be 
there and thus meet the purposes of the statute. This is more reason- 
able, it seems to us, than that suitors in cases like this, should follow 
him in the course of his circuit to have him decide their cases upon its 
merits. | 

The case, therefore, ought not to have been heard in’ the county of 

Richmond, and hence the judgment must be set aside, and the 
(251) case heard and determined according to law. To that end let 
this opinion be certified to the Superior Court. | 

Error. 
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Cited: Godwin v. Monds, 101 N. C., 355; Skinner v. Terry, 107 N.C., 
109; Fertilizer Co. v. Taylor, 112 N. C., 145, 151; Parker vy, McPhail, 
ibid., 504; Ledbetter v. Pinner, 120 N. C., 457; Bank v. Peregoy, 147 
N. C., 296; Cahoon v. Brinkley, 176 N. C., 7; S. v. Humphrey, 186 

N3:C., "536; ae Suttlemyre, 193 N. C., 719, 


WILLIAM WARDEN et atu, v. NARCISSA MOR ENNCN, 
ADMINISTRATRIX, ET AL, 


A ppeal—A mendment—Res Adjudicata. 


1. The refusal of the subordinate courts to allow additional pleadings to be 
filed, or original pleadings to be amended, is not reviewable upon appeal. 


2. A question once judicially determined, cannot again be raised and tried 
between same parties in a different form. 


Tuts was a special proceeding in the nature of a creditor’s bill, 
brought before the clerk and heard upon appeal by Connor, J., at J uly 
Term, 1887, of the Superior Court of Cumpzrtanp County. 

The cause was before this Court at February Term, 1886 (94 N. C., 
378). Upon filing the certified opinion of the Supreme Court at Fall. 
Term, 1886, of the Superior Court of Cumberland, Judge Gilmer made 
the following order: 

“This cause coming on to be heard on the record, judgment, orders 
and decrees heretofore made, and the opinion of the Supreme Court duly 
certified to this Court, it is ordered and adjudged that the clerk of this 
Court proceed with the cause, in accordance with the directions and the 
law as indicated in the said opinion of the Supreme Court.” 

The defendants, heirs at law, asked leave to file an additional answer, 
this was refused by the court and the said defendants excepted. 
The clerk of the Superior Court, pursuant to said order, on (252) 

90 March, 1887, after due notice to the parties, proceeded to hear 
the cause, lien the defendants, heirs at law, asked leave to file an 
answer setting up the statute of limitations. 

This having been denied, they asked the clerk to find ihe facts fol- 
lowing, which they allege appear from the pleadings in this cause. 

“This is an application to subject money belonging to the heirs of 
M. McKinnon, deceased, which is a part of the proceeds of the sale of 
land for a division among them. The pleadings in the cause show: | 
“1, That the intestate died in December, 1872. 

“2. Letters of administration issued 15 January, 1873. 
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“3. That public advertisement was made by the administrator 15_ 
J anuary, 1873. 

“4. That this action was commenced by L. J. Barclay and K. 8. 
Barbee by petition 29 June, 1883. 

“5. That the creditors’ bill was commenced 27 April, 1876. 


“6. That the complaint of Barclay and Barbee was filed some time | | 


after 19 July, 1883, praying that the funds arising out of the sale of 
land belonging to the heirs of M. McKinnon, deceased, be apportioned 
to pay the alleged claim. | 
' “The defendants ask that the above facts be found by the clerk, as 
facts appearing and being admitted in the pleadings in this action.” 

This was denied and the defendants excepted. 

The clerk then rendered a judgment, which, after reciting certain 
facts, among them that there is no suggestion of any creditors other than 
the plaintiffs (executors of M. Barclay) and that the next of kin of 
Murdock McKinnon, deceased, had received from the administrator 
de bonis non of his estate $63.16 for which they are liable as heirs, the 
same being so received by them as next of kin, and as they are parties to 

these proceedings ; | 

(258) “It is considered, ordered and decreed that plaintiffs L. Bar- 
clay and K. §. Barbee, executors of M. Barclay, upon filing a 
— good and sufficient undertaking as required by his Honor, J. C. McRae, 
are entitled to receive the full amount of their judgment, principal, 
interest and costs out of the fund of $700, now in the hands of the 
clerk, which said fund is a part of the proceeds of sale of feal estate of 
the said Murdock McKinnon, he heretofore made in ex parte proceed- 
ings. And said judgment will be paid by the clerk, whenever said under- 
taking is filed; and further, that the plaintiff recover the costs of the 
proceeding, to be taxed by the clerk and to be paid out of said fund.” 

From this judgment there was an appeal to the Superior Court in 
term, where, before Connor, J., the judgment was affirmed, and defend- 
ants appealed to the Supreme Court. 


R. P. Bucton for plaintiff. 
Thos. H. Sutton for defendant, 


Davis, J., after stating the case: 1. The first exception that appears 
in the record was to the refusal of Gilmer, J., to allow the defendants to 
file an additional answer when the order was made directing the clerk 
to proceed with the cause. — | 

This was a matter of discretion and not the subject of review in this 
Court. Reese v. Jones, 84 N. C., 597, citing Boddie v. Woodard, 83 
N. C., 2, in which the defendant had sought to protect himself from lia- _ 
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bility, after the time for answer had elapsed, by a plea of the statute of 
limitations, and this Court held that it was a matter within the discre- 
tion of his Honor, and that in its exercise he oe not be reviewed or 
controlled in this Court. 

2. The second exception was to the sefnéal of the clerk, after (254) 
- the order to proceed was made and after the refusal of the judge 
to allow an additional answer to be filed, to permit the defendants to file 
the answer offered. 

The question as to whether th clerk had the power to allow the 
answer to be filed,.is not presented for our consideration, as no objection 
1s based upon that ground, and the answer to the foregoing exception 
is an answer to this. 

83. The third exception was to the refusal of the clerk to find the 
facts as set out. 

- ‘This action was before this Court at February Ter, 1886, sad all 
questions then passed upon and adjudicated were settled, and cannot be 
reopened in the manner proposed. 

Questions of fact had been passed upon by the j jury under the charge 
of the court below; one of them, and the main, and we may say the only 
one sought to be again reopened in this appeal, was the bar of the statute. 
Having been settled on that appeal, it was resadjudicata, and 1 is not the 
subject of our review in this. 

‘When a question has once been judicially settled, it cannot again be 
raised and tried in a different form. Holley v. Holley, 96 N. C., 229; 
Ogburn v. Wilson, 96 N. C., 210. | 

Affirmed. 


Cited: Moore v. Garner, 109 N. C., 159; Dickens v. Long, ibid., 172. 


-(885) 


L. Hi. CLEMENT AND E. L. GAITHER, ‘Apis ea sinaaene OF J. M. CLEMENT, . 
. COLEMAN FOSTH AND SAMUEL FOSTER. .. . 


Appeal—I nterlocutory Orders and J udgments. 


1, appees will not be entertained. from interlocutory orders or judgments 3 
unless they determine the action or affect some substantial right. Excep- — 
tions to such orders or: judgments should be made on the record and re- 

served to be passed upon, if necessary, after a trial upon all the issues 
raised, to the end that all the questions which it ig co may. be re- 
viewed shall be adjudicated upon one appeal. 
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Crvit action tried before Gilmer, J., at Fall Term, 1887, of the 
Superior Court of Davis County. 

The plaintiffs alleged that on 6 July, 1882, the defendants executed | 
to J. M. Clements a bond for the payment of the sum of $489.50, of 
which the following is a copy: 


“$4.89, 50. 

One day after date we or either of us, as joint principals, promise to 
pay J. M. Clement four hundred and eighty-nine dollars and fifty cents, 
with interest from date at eight per cent per annum, interest payable 
annually on 6 July of each year. Witness our hands one seals, this 
6 July, 1882. 

( Signed) Coruman Foster. [Seal. | 
SamueL Foster. — [Seal.| 


That subsequently J. M. Clement died intestate, and the plaintiffs 
were duly appointed and qualified as his administrators, and that no 
part of said bond has been paid. Wherefore plaintiffs demand judg- 
ment, etc. | 

The defendant, Samuel Foster, filed ‘the following answer, in sub- 
stance (Coleman Foster filed no answer) : 

That the statements contained in the complaint are untrue, 

(256) except in so far as the same are admitted, as follows: That on - 
or about 6 July, 1882, this defendant met Coleman Foster in 
Mocksville, who requested this defendant to sign a note to J. M. Clement 
as surety for him for about the sum mentioned in the note sued upon, 
and this defendant being the brother of Coleman Foster, and willing to 
do him the favor, agreed with him to sign said note as his surety, and 
accordingly went to the office of said J. M. Clement, and together with 
said Coleman signed his name to a note which defendant now supposes 


— to be the note sued upon. 


That the note was not read by defendane nor read in i hearing, and 
this defendant avers that he signed the note as surety for his brother, 
and never heard the words “joint principal” used in connection there- | 
with until the complaint was read over to him, and he denies that he 
ever contracted with plaintiff’s intestate as a joint principal with said 
Coleman Foster, as alleged in complaint, except in so far as the same 
may be implied by law by defendant’s said act of going with Coleman 
Foster and signing the note as above set forth. _ 

That said note was given, as this defendant is informed, for and on 
account of money borrowed by the said Coleman Foster from the said 
J. M. Clement, and this defendant was never requested by Clement or 
any other person to assume the relation of a joint principal, but, upon 
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the contrary, said Clement well knew at the time of said signing that 
there was no reason for, and in point of fact, this defendant did not 
knowingly assume the relation of joint prineipa, but signed the same as 
surety aforesaid. 

This defendant further says, that as to ai the plaintiff’s action is 
barred by the statute of limitations, wherefore he demands judg- 
ment, etc. 

Plaintiffs moved for judgment by ‘default against Colina Foster 
(who filed no answer), and also moved for judgment upon the com- 
plaint and answer against Samuel Foster upon the ground that | 
he could not be heard to contradict the note under seal by parol (257) 
testimony, and to show that he was only surety when he signed 
the note as joint principal and, as plaintiffs contend, was in fact a joint 


principal, The motion of plaintiff was overruled, and the plaintiff ex- 


cepted and appealed. 


J.B. Batchelor for plaintiffs. 
J. A, Williamson filed a brief for defendants. 


Davis, J., after stating the case: The plaintiffs were entitled to judg- 
ment against Coleman Foster, and there was error in refusing it. 

The motion for judgment against Samuel Foster was predicated 
upon the insufficiency of his answer and was in the nature of a demurrer 
thereto. Being refused, the plaintiffs’ exception should have been noted 
and the action tried upon the issues raised by the complaint and answer, 
as it may have resulted that after the trial, no appeal would have been 
necessary. In this respect the appeal was premature, and, as no sub- 
stantial right could have been lost to the plaintiff by the delay, upon the 
refusal of motion, the trial should have been proceeded with to a final 
judgment upon all the issues involved, and thus rendering only one 
appeal necessary. 

Since the doubt expressed in The Commissioners of Wake v. M agnin, 
78 N. C., 181, whether an appeal could be entertained by this Court 
under a proper construction of section 548 of The Code (C. C. P., see. 
299), except from a judgment which determined the action or affected 
‘some substantial right, it has been repeatedly held that appeals will not 
be entertained from orders or judgments disposing of fragmentary parts 
of the action, but that exceptions might be taken to such orders or judg- 
ments and reserved to be passed upon, if necessary, after “trial upon all 
the issues raised by the pleadings according to the regular prac- - 
tice of the court; and if the court should have erred in its judg- (258) 
ment or any of its rulings, then to have brought up the whole | 
case by appeal, that its decisions upon questions of law, involved and 
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controverted, might be finally adjudicated.” Hines v. Hines, 84 N. C., 
122; Commissioners v. Satchwell, 88 N. C., 15 Grant v. Reese, 90 
N. 0. 3; Arrington v. Arrington, 91 N. C., 301 ; “Emery v. Hatrdee, 94 
N. on 7 87, and many similar cases. 

The appeal must be dismissed and the cause proceeded with below as 
if no appeal had been attempted. T'o that end let this be certified. 

Dismissed. | | 


Orted: Blackwell v. McCaine, 105 N. C., 463; Hmry v. Parker, 111 
N. C., 261; Sinclair v. R. R., ibid., 509; Brice v. Crabtree, 116 N. C,, 
5305 Broun v. Numocks, 126 N. ©, 810; Ledford - v. nateehe 143° 
N. O., 537. 


M. J. EDWARDS v. J. H, BAKER. 
 Estoppel—Res Adjudicata—Former Judgment. 


A judicial determination of the issues in one action is a bar to a subsequent 
one between the same parties having the same object in view, although the 
form of the latter and the precise relief sought therein is different from 
the former. 


THIs 18 a civil action, which was tried before Clark, J., at June Term, 
1887, of the Superior Court of Ricumonp County. | 

The action was begun on 11 May, 1883, by the issue of a summons 
against Peregrine P. Clements, J. J. Lawrence and J. H. Baker, on the 
last named of whom due service was made, and an ineffectual effort to 
have service made upon the others, who were nonresidents, by publica- 
tion attempted. 

The complaint alleges that ieaerenee and Baker, on 7 Decem- 
(259) ber, 1868, entered into a penal bond in the sum of $4,000, pay- 
able to Clements, with-condition as follows: 

“Whereas the said P. P. Clements has agreed to deliver to the said 
J.J. Lawrence forty gross of Rosadalis, the same being a part of eighty- 
five gross belonging to said Lawrence now in the hands of said Clements, 
and which has been attached in his (Clement’s) hands by an attachment 
sued out by M. J. Edwards (the present plaintiff). Now, if the said 
J. J. Lawrence shall, when the'said forty gross of Rosadalis are de- 
livered and sold, apply the net proceeds of sale of the forty gross 
towards the satisfaction of the claim of the said Edwards against said 
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Tavieass which is an attachment as oreae then this obligation to 
be void, or else to remain in full force and virtue.” : 

It further alleges that the claim referred to in the condition was a 
note for $12,500, dated 28 September, 1868, and due on 28 October fol- 
lowing, bearing interest at the rate of eight per cent per annum, no part 
of which has been paid, and it was taken by the plaintiff from Law- 
rence in discharge of a debt he owed the plaintiff for a much larger sum, 
with the assurance that it would be paid at maturity; that the forty 
gross of Rosadalis was soon thereafter delivered, and in a few months 
(less than a year) were sold, as plaintiff learns, for $4,200—no part of 
which has been paid to the- pen and this notwithstanding his 
_ demand for the same. . | 

There are two other causes of action eontained in the complaint, 
which modify in some particulars, but do not essentially change the * 
case made in the first. The answer of the defendant Baker, admitting 
some and controverting other of the plaintiff’s charges, proceeds to say 
that his own action in disposing of the Rosadalis was purely in his 
character as clerk for Lawrence and under his direction by which he 
assumed and incurred no personal responsibility for the alleged — 
trusts. The answer sets up the further defense of a prior suit (260) 
for the same cause of action prosecuted by the plaintiff against — 
the defendant, which ended adversely by a verdict and judgment against 
the plaintiff, plied: stands unreversed in the Superior Court of Wilson, 
_ whereof is annexed as an exhibit a duly certified transcript, and this is | 
relied on as a bar to the present action. 

The complaint in the former suit alleged the indebtedness of Law- 
rence to the plaintiff by note in the sum of $12,500, dated 28 September, 
- 1868, and due at thirty days; that no part of it had been paid and it was 
still the property of the plaintiff; that about 15 December, 1868, P. P. - 
Clements, at the request of Lawrence, delivered to the defendant Baker 
forty gross Rosadalis (a medicine valuable in the market and worth by 
_ wholesale $105 per gross) to sell and pay over the proceeds upon said | 
note, the Rosadalis being the property of said Lawrence; that defend- 
ant, according to plaintifi’s information, sold the article at that price, 
receiving $4,200, of which sale the plaintiff was ignorant until just 
before bringing his suit in the spring of 1881, when he preferred his 
demand for the money and it was refused. 

The demand was for judgment against defendant for an account of 
the fund and for the payment of such sum as may be found due. 

‘The defendant admitted the allegations as to the debt of Lawrence— 
its nonpayment—the property in the article to be in-Lawrence—his sale 
of it as clerk for the latter and not as trustee—and his accounting there- 
for to Clements under the provisions of the penal bond, of which he 
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annexed a copy and which he then took up, and set up a further defense 
that the plaintiff sued out an attachment against Lawrence, which was 
levied on the lot of Rosadalis in December, 1868, and that within 
three months thereafter the said Lawrence was adjudicated a bankrupt, 
and one John ©. Baker appointed his assignee, and that he was 
(261) subsequently by a decree of the bankrupt court discharged from 
his debts. 
The bond referred to in the answer is the same as that, the condition 
of which is inserted in the plaintiff’s present complaint. : 
The transcript further showed that certain issues were eliminated 
_ from. the pleadings and placed before the jury, which, with such re- 
sponses as the jury were required to make, were as follows: 
Were forty gross of Rosadalis delivered to the defendant in trust for 
*the plaintiff on or about 15 December, 1868? Answer: No. 
Did the defendant, on 28 April, 1878, transfer the proceeds of said 
Rosadalis to P. P. Clements? Answer: No. 
If yes, when did the plaintiff first have knowledge of said transfer! 
Answer: He never had knowledge. 

Was the note of said Lawrence the property of the plaintiff at the 
-eommencement of this action? Answer: Yes. | 
Did the defendant, on 28 April, 1873, settle his liability with. fc 
Clements? Answer: Yes. | 

The court, upon an inspection of the transcript of the record “a the 
_ former trial, in connection with the pleadings in the present suit, inti- 
mated an opinion that the matter was res adjudicata, and that the action 
could not be maintained, in deference to which the plaintiff suffered 
judgment of nonsuit, and appealed. | | 


George V. Strong and Jno. D. Shaw for ens 
CO. W. Tillett for defendant. 


SMITH, C. J., after stating the case: It is quite apparent that hoth. 
actions have a ‘common and the same object in view, and that is to 
enforce the obligations created under the penal bond and the trusts 

alleged to have been assumed by Lawrence, not directly but inter- 
(262) mediately, through Clements to the plaintiff. It is not necessary 

to inquire whether such trusts were formed for the benefit of the © 
_ plaintiff as he could compel to be executed out of a contract to which he 
was not a party, nor whether an action at law could lie against the de- 
fendant, as surety to the undertaking of Lawrence, for the latter’s 
breach of the bond, for such is not the case before us. The present 
appeal raises the sole question whether the first action concludes the 
subject-matter of this action and obstructs a recovery in it, a this 18 


220 


N.C] ~—C FEBRUARY TERM, 1888. 


BurRB Vv. MAULTSBY. 


the ruling in which error is assigned and the appeal is taken to correct. 
It may be—we do not undertake to decide the proposition—that the 
plaintiff having an attachment may follow the fund, as burdened with 

a trust, which has been substituted in place of the property seized, but 
we are now required to determine the effect of the first unsuccessful 
suit upon the plaintifi’s right to renew his demand in this suit, and 
upon this point we concur in the opinion of the court below. | 

The verdict establishes these propositions: 

1. That the Hosadalis was not delivered to the defendant upon the 
alleged trust. 

2. That the defendant did, in April, 1873, settle with Clements is 
liability in respect to the Rosadalis sold. 

These findings of the jury were deemed an ‘acquittal of defendant, 
and judgment rendered against the plaintiff upon the cause of action 
stated in his complaint, and this determination seems to us to put an 
end to the controversy between the parties upon the subject of the 
claim against the defendant according to the maxim, Nemo debet bis 
vexare pro eadem et una causa. 

It cannot be necessary to refer to authority in support of the propo- 
sition that a determination upon the merits of an action, prosecuted 
upon a claim asserted by the same'plaintiff against the same defendant, 
is a bar to a second suit, and we forbear to refer to any. 

Affirmed, — ; 


Cited: Dickens v. Long, 109 N. ©., 172; Lumber Co. v. Lumber Co., 
140 N. C., 442; McArthur v. Griffiths, 147 N..C., 549; In re Will of 
Lloyd, 161 N. 0. 560; Barclof v. BR. £., 176 N. C., “49; Distributing 
Co. v. eCanranay, 196 N. C., 60. 


| (263) 
H. A. BURR ayp E. P. BAILEY y. J. A. MAULTSBY er at. 


— Tiens—N otice—Purchasers for Value. 


Upon the filing of the notice within the time and in the manner prescribed by 
the statute, the lien given mechanics and laborers attaches to the prop- 
erty upon which the labor or materials have been bestowed and has rela- 
tion back to the time of the beginning of the work or furnishing the 
materials; and is effectual, not only against all other liens or encum- 
brances which attached subsequently, but against purchasers for value, 
and without notice. 


Pie! 
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Tuts is a civil action, which was tried before Clark, J., at J anuary 


Term, 1887, of the Superior Court of Cotumsus County. | 


The action began before a justice of the peace and was carried up to 
the Superior Court by an appeal. 

The parties agreed upon and submitted the following facts to the 
court for its judgment: - 

“That the plaintiffs furnished material ae performed hor: in itis 
repair of the property, lot No. 6, in the town of Whiteville. The work 
and labor done, and material. furnished, began on 2 September, 1884, 
and ended on 20 November, 1884. That a lien for the same was filed and 
recorded in due form of law on 5. August, 1885, in the office of the clerk 
of the Superior Court of Columbus County. 

That on the ........ day of December, 1884, the defendants, Maultsby & 
Son, who were the owners of the property against which ‘the lien was 


» filed, and who alone contracted for the work and material performed and 


furnished, conveyed said property to the defendants Kerchner & Calder 
Bros., for value, and without notice of the plaintiffs’ claim, and the 
conveyance (or deed) was duly recorded on 2 December, 1884; that this 
, deed was made and delivered before the filing of the hen; that 
(264) the amount of the work and labor performed and material 

furnished is (sixty-one dollars and eighty-six cents) $61.86; that 


J. A. Maultsby & Son had no right, title or interest whatever in the 


¢ 


— Court. 


land, lot No. 6, in the town of Whiteville when the plaintiff’s notice of 
lien was filed with the clerk of sdid court; that the lien was filed in the 
time required by law.” 

The court upon consideration gave judgment for the plaintiffs as 
follows: 

“This cause coming on to be heard upon the statement of the facts 
found as a special verdict, and the court being of opinion that the plain- 
tiffs were entitled to recover, now on motion of John D. Bellamy, Jr., 
attorney for the plaintiffs, it is ordered and adjudged that the plaintiffs 
are entitled to and have a lien on the property described in the notice of 
lien for the sum of sixty-one dollars and eighty-six cents, with interest 
from 17 September, 1884, and the costs of this action. And it is hereby 
ordered that all the right, title and interest of the defendants, J. A. 
Maultsby & Son, in the said land and property which said defendants 
had therein on 2 September, 1884, the time of the commencement of the - 
furnishing of the material, be sold to satisfy said debt, interest and 
costs, and that the defendants be foreclosed and barred of any interest 
therein acquired subsequent to said date, provided the debt, interest and 
costs aforesaid be not paid within thirty days.” 

From this judgment the defendants having pee appealed to this 


222 


NO] _ FEBRUARY TERM, 1888. 


Burg v. MAULTSBY. 


iF. H aywood for plaintiffs. 
W. F. French and D. G. Lewis a B. peesee fled a. meh) for de- 
pean 


Merrrimon, J., after stating the case: It is not denied that the nnre 
tiffs were entitled to a lien upon the lot of land in question as they 
elaim, but it is contended that inasmuch as notice of such claim — 
of lien was not filed by them in the office of the Superior Court (265) 
clerk of the proper county, as required by the statute (The Code, - 
secs. 1784, 1789) before the defendants purchased the land from: J. A. 
Maultsby ‘& Son, and they had no notice of the lien, therefore it did 
not attach to the land as against them, or in any way affect their title. 
And for the like reason the defendanta further insist, that at the time 
the plaintiffs filed their notice of lien J. A. Maultsby & Son “had no 
right, title or interest whatever in the land,” having before that. time 
sold and conveyed the same to them. 

_ So that the question we are called upon to decide is, did. the lien on 
the land when filed in the office of the clerk of the Superior Court have 
relation back to the time it first arose? We are of opinion that this Lg 
_ tion must be answered in the affirmative. 
The first statute, giving a mechanic’s and laborer’s lien (Acts 1868-69, 
ch. 117, sec. 4), prescribed that the lien should be filed “at any time 
before or within thirty days after the performance and completion of 
the labor, or the final furnishing of the materials, or the gathering of 
the crop.” This clause of the statute was interpreted by this Court in © 
Chadbourn v. Williams, 71 N. C., 444, and it was held that the lien in 
that case had relation back to thestime: tt began to arise, and while it 
continued to arise, thus defeating certain mortgages that had been regis- 
_ tered prior to the time of filing the notice of the lien, the Court saying 


that, “It must be clear that unless the claim when filed has relation 


back to the commencement of the furnishing the materials the object of 
the act.would be liable to be defeated at the pleasure of the vendee of 
the materials by his selling or mortgaging his estate. The act would 
be idle and inefficacious against the very mischief it was intended to 
(prevent) cause. . . . We think the notice of lien had relation 
back, and was prior to the claim of the defendant, as to the materials 
furnished before the date of the mortgage.” 

In view of this decision and without modifying or changing (266) 
its force the Legislature enacted the statute (Acts 187 6-77, ch. | 
53, sec. 2), extending the time within which the notice of such lien 
| might ‘be filed to sixty days. And again, afterwards, the time was ex- 
tended by statute (Acts 1881, ch. 65, sec. 1) to six months; -and again 


1 by the statute on 1883, ch. 101, sec. 1, The Code, sec. 17 89) to twelve 
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months. The time was thus simply extended. It would seem, there- 
fore, that the Legislature approved of the interpretation given to the 
first statute cited, and intended that it should apply to those subse- 
quently enacted. Tt was all along after the first enactment advertent to 
the subject of such liens, and frequently legislated in respect thereto, 
amending the first and - subsequent statutes. If it had intended that 
such lien should have no force or effect as against purchasers and in- 
cumbrances until the filing of notice enero On, the just inference is it: 
_ would have so provided. 

' The statute (The Code, sec. 1791) in respect to such liens, provides 
that “upon judgment rendered in favor of the claimant an execution for 
collection and enforcement thereof shall issue in the same manner as — 
upon other judgments in actions arising on contract for the recovery of 
money only, except that the execution shall direct the officer to sell the 
right, title and interest which the owner had in the premises or the 
crops thereon at the time of filing the notice of the lien, before such 
execution shall extend to the general property of the defendant.” ; 

On the argument it was contended for the defendants that J. A. 
Maultsby & Son had no “right, title and interest” to the land in ques- 
tion “at the time of filing the notice of the lien,” to be sold, and as the 
statute just recited directed such interest to be sold, this went to prove | 
that the Legislature did not intend that the lien should relate back to 

the time it arose. | 
(267) This argument is not sound. The lien prevailed continuously 
next after it arose, and J. A. Maultsby & Son, who then had 
title to the land, could not divest themselves of it, except subject to the 
lien. So there was “right, title and interest” in them to be sold as con- 
templated by the statute. 

The same statute (The Code, sec. 1782) further provides that “the 
lien for work on crops or farms or materials, given by this chapter, shall 
be preferred to every other lien or encumbrance which attaches upon the 
property subsequent to the time at which the work was commenced or 
materials furnished.” . 

It was contended that this clause does not seipate absolute convey- 
ances, and hence they are unaffected by such lien unless filed prior to 
their execution, and also that this provision tends to show that it was 
not intended that filing the laborer’s notice of lien gave it efficacy as 
against prior purchasers.. This is a mistaken view. 

This clause has no such application. Its purpose is simply to pre- 
vent liens upon the property, created subsequently to the laborer’s lien, 
- from superceding it as to work done and materials furnished after such 
subsequent liens were created. Wooten v. Hill, 98 N. C., 48. 
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The purpose of the statute seems to be to favor the laborer—to give 
him a security—a lien upon the property continually efficient for all 
purposes after it arises until discharged, for his labor and materials 
supplied, without any public notice of it, until the lapse of twelve 
months; that it shall not be good after that time, unless it shall be filed 
as prescribed by the statute. If this is not so, why require notice to be 
filed at all? The lien extends only to the particular property affected 
by the labor done or materials supplied. If a sale of it by the owner 
operates to defeat the laborer’s lien, then to file notice of it would be 
nugatory—a mockery. | 

Tt is said ghat such liens, until notice of them filed, are snares (268) 
to innocent buyers of the property to which they attach. This 
may be so in a measure, but the Legislature had power to provide for 
and allow them as it has done. It, and not the Court, must be the judge 
of the expediency and wisdom of such legislation. It may be said, how- 
ever, that the same objection applied to the registration laws of this - 
State until within a recent period, as to conveyances generally. | 

Wise registration laws promote convenience, confidence and safety in 
_ business transactions of great importance and encourage trade—they do 

not discourage the'vigilant, honest dealer. In their absence, the buyer 
must rely upon his own. scrutiny as to the title he gets. | 

Affirmed. = 9 « 


Cited: Lester v. Houston, 101 N. C., 612; Rouse v. Wooten, 104 N. C., 
233; Lumber Co. v. Hotel Co., 109 N. C., 661; Pope Co. v. oud 
: 111 N. C., 617; Clark v. Bdwards, 119 N. 6, 119; Dunavant v. RB. R., 
122 N. C., 1001; Cheesborough v. Sanatorium, 134 N. C., 247; 
McAdams v. Trust Co., 167 N. C., 496; Porter v. Case, 187 N. C., 636; 
King v. Elliott, 197 N. C., 97. | | 
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JOSEPH LIVINGSTON y. COLUMBUS DUNLAP. - 
| Bvidence—Trial—A ppeal—Assignment of Error 


1. The admission of immaterial evidence will not be sufficient to warrant a — 
new trial, unless from its nature it is calculated to and may mene misled 
the jury. 7 


2. It is incumbent on the psi to show: that by the reception of imma- 
; terial evidence he was probably prejudiced. | 


Tus is a nie action, which was tried before Graves, J, at Spring 
— 1886, of Hanpensox peounce a Court. 
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This is an action brought to recover the land described in the com- 
plaint. The pleadings raised issues of fact. On the trial the plaintiff 
introduced evidence for the purpose of proving a continuous 
(269) chain of title consisting of numerous mesne conveyances from 
the State to them. In the course of the examination of a witness 
for this purpose, the defendant objected to the admission of certain 
testimony ‘in respect to the location of a particular grant from the — 
State, which the plaintiff proposed to elicit from him. The court over- 
ruled the objection, admitted the evidence and the defendant excepted. 
_ The court in its instructions to the jury told them that the plaintiff 
had failed to show a perfect chain of title; that a material mesne con- 
veyance was missing; that the location of the grant referred to was im- 
material, and that the evidence of the witness objected to, was likewise 
immaterial, and the plaintiffs could only rely upon the evidence that 
went to prove a continuous possession of the Iand up to known and 
_ visible lines and boundaries under color of title for seven years, etc. 
There was a verdict and qucement: for the plaintiffs, and the defendant 
appealed to this Court. | 


S. V. Pickens (by brref) and Theo. F. Davidson » for plaintif. 
No counsel for defendant. — 


Merrion, J., after stating the case: The court instructed the jury 
explicitly that the evidence objected to and the grant to which it re- 
ferred, turned out in the course of the trial to be immaterial, and that 
the plaintiffs could recover, if at all, upon an entirely different kind of 
title, of which there was appropriate evidence. The jury were thus 
cautioned against the immaterial evidence. It did not in its nature and 
application tend to mislead them, nor did it in fact so far as appears. 
If it did so in . fact, the appellant should have made this appear in some 
way. 

The admission of immaterial eeenee is not always ground for a 
new trial, even when objected to; it is so only when it is sugh as may 
| from its nature or application, or both, have the effect to mis-— 
| (27 0) lead the jury. If it is simply immaterial, the party complaining 
must show that he probably suffered prejudice by it. It would be 
- trifling with serious matters.to set aside verdicts and grant new trials 
because of the admission of evidence on the trial that could not or did 
not prejudice the losing party. It may be added, however, that the 
courts should, so far as ereeneern exclude such evidence. | 
’ Affirmed. 


—— Crted: 8. v. Eller, 104 N. C., 856; S. v. Pa: 106 N. 0. , 712; 8. ». 
_ Stubbs, 108 N. C., 775; Street v. Andrews, 115 N. 0, 422 ; 8. uv. Lane, 
166 N. C., 836. 296 : ; 
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- Deed—Color of Title—Married Women. 


A ee sihed by a. ee woman with her husband, and delivered to the 


renee is color of title, though her’ privy examination has not been ay | 


‘Tas was an issue of. sole seizin ‘joined i in a “special proceeding fot ese ah vat 


4 partition, begun in August, 1882, in the Superior Court of Sraniy — 


. County, and tried before Clark, J., at Fall Term, 1887. 


The defendant answered, alleging sole seizin ‘in himself; The case on i 

- appeal states: “The testimony..on the trial was to the effect that the 

plaintiffs and: the defendant are the only heirs at law of their mother, 
Margaret Perry, to. whom the land in ‘question descended from her ' — 
father, one Springer, in 1826; that said Margaret married John Perry, — 


os the father of the-parties to this action, about 1830; that said John Perry 


- died i in 1863, and Margaret, his wife, in 1870; that they signed a deed | 


for the land eoacht to be divided, 13 June, 1885; the deed was in 


form a fee simple conveyance to Caswell Perry. (tha defendant), (27 1) 


and the testimony on the part of the defendant tended to show | 
that John Perry intended by said deed to convey a fee.simple estate to 
Caswell. The’ deed was never acknowledged, proved or registered. 
The testimony was that Caswell: Perry had not been in possession of 


said deed, since the death of Margaret, except for a day or two, when it © 


_ disappeared. There was evidence tending to show that the plaintiffs 


about the time of the death of Margaret, and a very short time there 
after, got possession of said deed without defendant’s consent and de- 


_ stroyed it; that Caswell Perry took possession of the land about the 
time of the execution of the deed and has since that time been in the 
‘Possession thereof, claiming it as his own. The court instructed the 


jury that if they found that the said deed was delivered to Caswell Perry 


they should find the issue of sole seizin in favor the defendant. 
_ To this instruction of the court the plaintiffs excepted, and requested 
the court to instruct the jury: “That as the land belonged to Margaret 


Perry, who was a feme covert at the time of signing, said deed, which 
was never acknowledged or proven, and the privy éxamination ‘of said. 
feme covert never having been taken, was inoperative, and no ouster by 
defendant as to plaintiffs could arise short of twenty years adverse pos- 


session; that the seven years statute, under color, would not avail the 


| defendant: as he did not, after the death of his mother. hold the deed for 


“more an a day or two under which he claims; that Caswell Perry did, 
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a said deed, take the life estate of John Paci: the husband of Mar-’ - 


~ . garet, and ae deed was inoperative as color of title after the death of. 


John Perry; and that, discounting the time of the suspension of the. = 


_ statute of .limitations, Theat es May, 1861, and January, 1870, twenty — . 
"years have not passed, so as to raise | the poe of ouster of plain- ie 
tiffs by the defendant.” | | | »* * 
: This the court declined, Pou 4 = 
eo 972) The issue as to whether the en iad been delveied to err | 
well Perry was found in the affirmative; and from the judgment 2 


7 : AS onounced thereupon the plaintifis appealed. 


i B. Batchelor for plaintiff, 7 
No counsel Lo defendant. — 


| Dine Js after stating case: This proceeding was commenced in | 
August, 1882. Did the deed from John Perry and Margaret, his wife, 
executed to the defendant on 13 June, 1855, constitute color of title? — 
The plaintiffs say that it did not, and this ; is the only point relied on 
in this Court. The learned counsel for the plaintiffs says that as the 
private examination of Margaret Perry was not taken, the deed to 
Caswell was “absolutely null and void,” and therefore could not consti- 
tute color of title.. He refers us to Scott v. Battle, 85.N. C., 184. In 
that case the deed was executed by Mary Scott, feme covert alone, the 
husband did not join. Ruffin, J., delivering the opinion of the Court, 
said: “The statute confers upon her (the wife) the power to convey by a 
simpler mode (than that of uniting with the husband in levying a fine), 
but it prescribes the terms and. without their strict observance the act 
stands as it would in common law—absolutely null and void.” This can. 
only mean that it is absolutely inoperative and ineffectual to convey the 
title of the feme covert. For that purpose it could have no more effect — 
than if executed by an absolute siranger without any title = without 


” any authority to convey. 


The question here is not whether Caswell ee acquired any title to 
the fee under the deed from John and Margaret, but whether the deed — 
constituted: color of title? Of course if the deed was valid, the other 
question would be of no consequence. | 
(278) In Pearse v. Owens, 2 Haywood, 234 (Battle’ g edition, A415), it 
was held that a deed from husband and wife to which her private 
examination had not been taken, and which therefore was not valid, was 
color of title. This case is ae with approval in McConnell v. M Con 7 
nell, 64 N. C., 342, in which Rodman, J., states clearly the doctrine of 
color of title ad illustrates it by reference to a number of cases, The 
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general rule that every man is presumed to know the law has no applica- 
tion in determining what is or what is not color of title. As is said by 
Rodman, J., in the last case cited, “the statute upon which the whole 
doctrine of color of title is founded, recites as the evils to be remedied 
that many persons had gone into the possession of lands upon titles hav- 
ing patent defects which, on the supposition that all men know the aw 
could have deceived no one and would not have deserved protection.” 

So an unregistered deed is color of title. In Hardin v. Barrett, 6 
Jones, 159, Ruffin, J., approving Campbell v. McArthur, 2 Hawks, 33, 
in which it was held that an unregistered deed was color of title, says: 
“Ag far as this Court is advised, it has not been doubted since up to this 
_ case, on the contrary it has been assumed, indirectly, on several occa- 
sions, as settled law. Why should it not be? Such a deed shows the. 
nature of the possession taken under it to be adverse, just as much as if 
it were registered, and if the possession be continued for seven years, it 
affords evidence of its character sufficiently notorious to put the owner 
to his action.” 

Does not this reasoning apply with equal force to a deed executed by 
~ husband and wife? The writing PReneae upon its face to pass the title. 
Keener v. eee 89 N. C., 273. 

Affirmed. 


Cited: Smith v. Allen, 112 N. C., 226; Greenleaf v. Bartlett, 146 
N. C., 498; Norwood v. Totten, 166 N. C., 650; Gann v. Spencer, 167 
N. C., 480; Satterwhite v. Gallagher, 178 N. C., 5380; Butler v. Bell, 
181 N. C., 89; Clendenin v. Clendenin, rbid., 471. : 


| (274) 
A. C. FREEMAN y. P. D, LEONARD. 


Fiatures—Merger—Execution Sale—Purchaser—Penalty. 


1, If the owner of personal property affixes it to the premises of another for a 
temporary purpose, and under an agreement with the owner of the soil 
that such property may be removed when the purpose is accomplished, it 

, will not merge its character as personalty in the Jand to which it has been 
attached, nor will the title thereby pass from the owner. 


2. If upon a sale under execution the property is purchased for the defendant 
-with funds supplied by him, while it would be inoperative as a sale against 
other creditors, it is effectual as such between the officer making it and the — 

execution debtors, and the officer will incur the penalty provided for a 
failure to comply with the statutes regulating the method of making sales. 


229 


IN THE SUPREME COURT. [99 
WREEMAN ¥v, LEONARD. 


3. Where, in an action to recover from a sheriff the penalty for a failure to 
properly sell property seized under execution, the complaint alleged that 
the property so sold was realty when in fact it was personalty, and the 
proofs showed that the sheriff had not complied with the requirements of 
the law in respect to the sale of personalty: Held, that the plaintiff was 
entitled to recover the penalty. 


(Davis, Je, dissenting. ) : 


TuIs is a civil action, which was tried before Clark, J., at Fall ime 
1887, of Davipson Superior Court. 

Jane R. Wilkes, doing business in the name of “The Mecklenburg 
Tron Works,” having recovered judgment in the Superior Court of 
Davidson against the plaintiff in this action, A. C. Freeman, John 
Snotherly and J. M. Peacock, trading under the partnership name of 
Freeman, Snotherly & Co. (which judgment was docketed in said court 
on 8 May, 1886), sued out execution on the same day and delivered it 
to the defendant, who was sheriff of said county, to be carried into 
effect. The latter made return thereof to the ensuing term, with en- 

 dorsement ag follows: 
(275) “I have this day levied.on the following personal property and 
taken the same into my possession to satisfy the within execu- 
tion, viz.: One boiler, one engine, one corn rock, one flour mill and bolt- 
ing cloth, one smutter, one planing matcher and matching machine, lot 
of belting and pulleys, three saws, one big saw and sawmill. 
21 May, 1886.” | | P. D: Leonarp, Sheriff. 


Another endorsement shows a sale of the several articles and the - 
price obtained for each, and the appropriation of the proceeds of sale, 
to wit: $873.41, to the discharge of the debt, interest and costs, in the 
ageregate $182. 28, peanis date 31 May, 1886, = his official signature 
thereto. 

The present action, 7 on 19 June, 1886, is prosecuted by said 
A. C. Freeman, a defendant in that suit and plaintiff ; in this, against 
the said P. D. Leonard to recover the penalty imposed by section 461 
of The Code, for selling property under execution contrary to the direc- 
tions of chapter 10, of which that is part, and, after an adverse judg- 
ment of the justice of the peace, removed by defendant’s appeal to the 
Superior Court. 

It was there tried upon a single issue: Did the defendant sell real 
property, as claimed, contrary to the true intent and meaning of sections 
456 and 487 of The ‘Code? Answer : No. 

It will be observed that no exception is taken to the eerie form of 
the inquiry, it being confined to land, while the complaint embraces 
property of any kind. | 
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Besides the facts above summarily stated, the plaintiff further proved, 
that on the date of levy the sheriff took possession of the grist mill, saw- — 
mill and planing mill, all under the same roof, and locked up the build- 
ing and delivered the key to J. M. Badgett to hold, with instructions to 
him to open the mill when necessary to deliver grist to customers, and 
to allow hands to work in the shed, but not to run the machinery; 
that the property levied on and sold consisted of a sawmill, a (276) 
planer bolted to timbers on the ground and framed into the build- 
ing; a boiler in the mill set up and encased in masonry; an engine bolted 
to the timbers in the building; also mill stones, both nouns and corn, 
running and framed in the mill when built. 

It was admitted that the defendant advertised at the courthouss door 
and some other places in the county by posters, nine days at courthouse 
and ten days at the other places. It was admitted that the above prop- 
erty belonged to the defendants in the execution. 

It was proved also that J. M. Badgett was the general agent of the 
firm of Freeman, Snotherly & Co., in the transaction of the firm busi- 
ness generally. 

The said J. M. Badgett further testified, that on the day of sale A. O. 
Freeman, one of the firm, placed in his hands $250, and instructed him 
not to let the property be sacrificed, but to bid it off, which he accord- 
ingly did; that after the sale, immediately thereafter, on same day, 
Snotherly, another of the firm and one of the defendants in the execu- 
tion, gave him a check for one hundred dollars, and also that Peacock, 
the other member of the firm, paid him some money; that he thought 
Freeman furnished the money out of his own funds. It was further 
testified by the witness Badgett, that none of the property was removed 
from its position, either by the sheriff or himself after the sale, and 
that immediately thereafter the firm went into possession of all the 
property and began operating the mill as usual. 

His Honor held that the property levied on and put up by the sheriff 
was realty, and required thirty days ‘notice, as for sale of real estate, 
and the only question was whether there was a sale, as contemplated 
under the said section of The Code. 

The plaintiff contended that as the sheriff actually sold and left Bad- 
gett in possession, and made return as shown in the exhibits, he could 
not be heard to deny in this action that there was a sale, and that | 
according to the evidence there was a sale, and that the issue sub- (277) 
mitted by the court should be answered in the affirmative by the 
direction of the judge, and asked the judge so to charge. The judge 
refused the instructions and the plaintiff excepted. 

_ The defendant insisted that if Badgett bid off the property as the 
agent of the firm, defendants in the execution, or for them, that then 
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there was no sale, such as is contemplated under said section of The 
Code, and that it should be left to the jury to decide, under the evidence, 
whether he so purchased, and if he did, that the judge should instruct 
the jury to find the issue in favor of the defendant. | 

The judge charged the jury that if they found from the evidence that 
Badgett bid off the property as his own, and was to hold it as security for 
- the amount paid by him, with the font an the defendants in the execu- 
tion to redeem, that this constituted a sale; but if he bid off the property 
for the defendants in the execution and only looked to them personally 
for the repayment of any money advanced by him in the payment of his 
bid, then there was no sale, and enOy: should answer the issue, “No.” 
Plaintiff excepted. 7 7 

There was a verdict for the defendant. Judgment and appeal by 
plaintiff. | 


J.B. Batchelor for plaanteff. 
No counsel for defendant. — 


Satu, C. J., after stating the case: We do not pass upon the question 
as to the proper plaintiff to sue and whether the county, to whose use one 
moiety goes, should not be associated with the plaintiff, as no such point 
is made in the case. | 

The case was tried under the ruling of the court, and in dneeniene: 
with the terms of the issue, as if the sale was of real estate in fact and 

whether the statutory requirements were observed in conducting 
(27 8) the proceedings for such sale. The case does not state under what 

circumstances, and by what arrangement with the owner of the — 
soil, these articles were there placed. If for a temporary purpose, and 
to be removed when that was accomplished, the mill and other things 
would not merge their character as personalty in the land upon which 
they stood, and the property therein vest in the owner of the premises 
who assented to this temporary use, and the property would not thereby 
pass to the latter and constitute and become his improved real estate, 
as would be the effect if such erections and fixtures owned by one and 
placed upon his own premises and the title to the articles as unchanged 
personal estate would remain in the same proprietor. It is quite certain 
the sheriff acted under the impression that he was levying on and selling 
personal property, as well from his designating it as such, as from his 
manner of selling in detached and separate articles, and so also the 
plaintiff considered his action by placing funds in an agent’s hands to 
buy in the property when sold. * 
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Again, the case states that it was admitted “that the above property 
(that is, such as was seized), belonged to the defendants in the execu- — 
tion,” thus discriminating between the title to the goods and the title to 
the land upon which they stood, and indicating some such understand- 
ing between the separate proprietors, as has been suggested. 

But this does not furnish a means of escape from the penalty, for, as 
personal goods, they were advertised but nine days at the courthouse,- 
though the full period of ten days, as oe out in the statute, else- 
where. | 

The charge of the court places the case before ‘he jury as making the 
liability depend upon an effectual legal sale of the goods in passing the 
property to the purchaser, and instructed them if the bidding was in 
fact for the defendants, and their money was used in paying it, there 
~ was no sale in the sense of the statute and there would have been 
brought about no change of property. This would be so if an- (279) 
other creditor seized and sold it, the sale not obstructing his 

access to the debtor’s property. But the levy put the property in the 
officer, and it would pass out of him by the sale, and if conveyed by 
deed the estate would pass to the purchaser, though he would hold in 
trust for the debtor. But the present case is not so strong, for the sales 
exceeded the sum deposited with Badgett the bidder and supposed agent 
by $128, while the other partners after the bidding ulougs on the same 
day supplied him with more money. 

Aside from the legal consequences of such a sale we enienten the © 
statute as applying to it as well. It was in fact a sale, a passing of the 
property vested in the officer by the seizure from him to the purchaser 
and as equally demanding an observance of the mandate of the statute 
in making the sale as if a stranger bought, for it is not less official delin- 
quency in the officer in either case, and the penalty is incurred when he 
proceeds to sell and does sell without a proper regard to the law. | 

There is error, and the jydgment must be reversed and a new trial 
awarded. 

‘Error. 


Davis, J., dissenting: The plaintiff seeks in this action to recover the 
penalty of $200 of the defendant, who is the sheriff of Davidson County, 
“for selling real property” contrary to “sections 456 and 457 of The 
Code.” This is the allegation in his complaint, and the ony allegation 
as the record shows. _ 

The sheriff did not sell any real property, he did not advertise; or 
propose, or attempt, to sell any real property. In all that the sheriff 
did, the evidence does not disclose the first element of a sale, or of an 
attempt to sell “real property,” so he cannot be lable for that. 
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If the property sold was personal property then the plaintiff 

(280) cannot recover, for there is no allegation of that, there is no com- 

_ —- plaint of that. That must be advertised under section 460 of 

The Code. | 
The plaintiff cannot recover the penalty for the sale of real property 
contrary to sections 456 and 457 as alleged because there was no such 
_ -sale made or attempted. He cannot recover the penalty for the sale of 
personal property under section 460, because there is no such allegation 
or complaint. So quacunque via he must I think fail in this action, — 
and a new trial, it seems to me, can only result as the last. 

The action for the penalty should be in the name of the State, The 
Code, sec. 1213. Duncan v. Philpot, 64 N. C., 479. 

I do not think the plaintiff’s action, as it appears in the ee 18 
supported either by merit or law. 


—Cated: Causey v. Plaid Mulls, 119 N. C., 181. 


P. F. PATTON v. H. Y. GASH. 
Appeal—Assignment of Error—Arrest and Bail—Surety—J udgment. 


1. An appeal from the judgment of a justice of the peace discharging one who 
has been arrested in a civil action vacates the judgment, and the order of 
arrest continues in force pending the appeal. 


2. After the judgment in an action in which the defendant might have been 
arrested, and in which an order of arrest was duly served, the plaintift 
is entitled to a summary judgment against the sureties upon the defend- 
ant’s undertaking—it appearing that execution has: been issued against 
his property and person without effect. 


8. The Supreme Court will not entertain exceptions which were not assigned 
below, or do not appear in the record proper. 


Tuts action was originally commenced before a justice of the peace 

of Hznprrson County against A. CO. Robertson, and carried by appeal 

to the Superior Court of said county, and heard upon motion 

(281) before McRae, J., at Spring Term, 1887, for Judgment against the 
surety on an undertaking. 

At the time of issuing the summons the plaintiff made an affidavit 

that the defendant Robertson “is not a resident of this State but has 

disposed of and removed all of his property from this State to the State 
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of South Carolina, with the intent, as affiant is informed and believes, 
of defrauding his creditors,” and gave the undertaking required for 
arrest and bail. Thereupon an order of arrest was issued, under which — 
Robertson was arrested by the sheriff and gave bail in accordance with 
- gection 299 of The Code, the defendant H. Y. Gash signing the written | 

undertaking as one of his sureties. | 

The cause was continued by consent to 14 March, 1885, when the 
plaintiff filed a written complaint alleging that Robertson was indebted — 
to him in the sum of $211.15 (but remitting the excess above $200), and 
that he had removed from this State and was a resident of the State of 
South Carolina. The defendant Robertson answered orally denying the 
allegation of the complaint and moved for his discharge from arrest. 

The action was tried before the justice upon the question of indebted- 
ness to the plaintiff, and “after hearing the proofs, allegations and argu- 
ments, the court ordered and adjudged that the detendant be discharged 
from arrest and plaintiff pay the costs of this action.” 

From this judgment the plaintiff appealed to the Superior Court. 

At the Spring Term, 1886, of the Superior Court upon issues sub- 
mitted to the jury it was found that Robertson was indebted to the plain- 
tiff in the sum of $200, with interest, etc., for which, and for costs, 
judgment was rendered in favor of the plaintiff. | 

Upon this judgment execution was issued returnable to Fall Term, 
1886, of the Superior Court, and the sheriff made return thereon, 

“no goods, chattels, lands or tenements. to be found in my county, (282) 
State,” ete. | : 

Thereupon the plaintiff caused execution to be issued against the 
- person of the defendant, to which the sheriff made return, “due search 
-made.and defendant not to be found.” ; 

Thereupon plaintiff caused notice to be served upon the defendant 
Gash of a motion for judgment against him as one of the sureties upon 
the undertaking signed by him as bail. This motion was heard before 
McRae, J., at Spring Term, 1887, when it was adjudged that the plain- 
tiff recover of the defendant Gash, “surety upon the BBoerta ning afore- 
said, the sum of $200.” 

From this judgment the oceneen Gash appealed to this Court. 


 &.C. Smith and Theo, F. Duden for plaintiff. 
S. V. Pickens filed a brief for defendant. 


Davis, J., after stating the case: No exceptions appear in the record 
to have heen taken or errors assigned in the court below, but the follow- 
ing errors are alleged in this Court: 
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1. The’ judgment against the appellant was rendered upon a state of | 
facts found by the judge without any waiver by the appellant of his’ 
rights to have such issues or questions of fact determined by a jury. 

9. No judgment should have been rendered against the appellant as 
surety until the alleged fraud had been fixed upon the defendant Robert- - 
son by a judgment. | 

Counsel for the plaintiff moved to affirm the judgment of the court 
below because there are no assignments of error and none seo pen 
the face of the record. 

As to the first exception, the record does not show what issues or ques- 
tions of fact, or that any issues or questions of fact, were asked to be 

submitted to a jury and refused, nor in fact toes it appear that 
(283) any questions of fact were determined or found by the judge 

except such as arose upon thé record and were determined by an 
inspection of the record. The exception was not taken below, was not 
assigned as error in the record, and, as has been often held by this Court, 

will not for that reason be considered by us. 

As to the second exception, the appellant insists that the error alleged 
is one that appears upon the face of the record; that the record proper 
shows that judgment against Robertson (for whom the appellant was 
bail) was for the debt only, and as no question of fraud had been tried, © 
upon the rendition of the judgment, Robertson himself was discharged — 
from arrest, his person could not be taken in execution, and therefore 
the Court had no jurisdiction as to the bail (the defendant Gash) and 
could render no judgment against him. That when the justice of the . 
peace gave judgment. discharging Robertson the bail ceased to be liable. 

The last proposition is met by the fact that there was an appeal from 
the justice’s judgment, which vacated it and the liability of the bail was 
not discharged but continued, and the first proposition is based upon a 
misconception of the character of the defendant’s peer as. bail, 
and of section 447 of The Code. 

What was the defendant’s undertaking, and how was it to 3 dis- 
charged ? 

Robertson had been properly arrested in accordance with the pro- 
visions of section 291 ef sequiter of. The Code, and the defendant Gash 
had become his bail by executing an undertaking as required by section 
299 of The Code, “that the defendant (Robertson) shall at all times 
render himself amenable to the process of the court during the pending 
of the action, and to such as may be issued to enforce the judgment | 
therein.” 

— Section 303 arowinee that “the bail may be exonerated either by the 
death of the defendant, or his imprisonment in a State prison, or by his 


236 


N.C]. —s« FEBRUARY TERM, 1888 


_PaTTON v. GASH. 


joel discharge from the obligation to render feinisets amenable to (284) : 


the process, or by his surrender to the sheriff of the county where 


he was arrested, in execution Le at any tome ogiere final judgment 


ee _ against the bail.” 


The defendant says nee the process ieaen er the person of Rob- 
' ertson,was not warranted by section 447 of The Code. That section pro- 
vides: “If the action be one in which the defendant might have been 


arrested, an- execution against the person of the judgment debtor may | 


be issued to any county within the State, after the return of an execu- 
tion against his property unsatisfied in whole or in part. But no execu- 
tion shall issue against the person of a judgment debtor unless an order 
of arrest has been served, as provided in Title Nine, sub-chapter one of 
this chapter, or unless the complaint contains a statement of facts show- 
ing one or more of the causes of arrest required by section 291.” 

In the present case an order of arrest had been properly issued and 
served, in compliance with Title IX, ete., and it was therefore the duty 
of the clerk to-issue the execution as required by sections 442, 447, of 
The Code. Kinney v. Laughenour, 97 N. C., 325. 

_. The ease of Roulhac v. Miller et al.;.90 N. C., 174, is rélied on by the 
defendant for the position that no such qidement as was rendered in 
this case could be entered against the bail. That was an independent 
| geno brought against the defendants on their undertaking as bail for 
own. This is a motion in the cause against the bail on notice, in 
ee ees with section 302 of The Code, which, it will be observed, is 
unlike section 160 OC. ©. P., which requires that the proceeding against 
pail should be by action. It is manifest that the purpose of the change 
> was to substitute a summary remedy against the bail, for the actoon in 
—C..C. P., 160, and was probably suggested by Lear son, 0. J., in The 
Ins. Ca, v. Davis, 74 N.C., 78. | 
The ground for the eure had been pr operly set forth and as (285) 
_ order for arrest obtained and served before judgment, and the 
ease is therefore unlike that of Peebles v. Foote, 83 N. C., 102, in which 
it was held that the plaintiff in that case had no right to an “execution 
against the person of the defendant Foote without having first obtained 
’ an ‘order of arrest and its service before judgment.” Here there was 
both an order of arrest and service before judgment. Roulhac v. Brown, 
87 N.C. 1.- 
‘The slninte having had execution against the person of Babstteol 
it was his duty to surrender himself, or of his bail to surrender him in 
discharge of his liability. Sedberry v. Carver, 77 N. C., 319. | 
‘There was a lawful arrest before judgment, and this jistingaicnes the 
case before us from Houston v. Walsh, 79 N. C., 35. | 
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It. may also be distinguished from the case of Claflin v. Underwood, 


75 N. C., 485, in which the defendant was arrested under execution 
against his person, and on writ of habeas corpus was discharged because — 


by consent judgment: was taken for the debt only, though we think the _ 


proper mode of discharge of a debtor under arrest is that pointed out in 
Wingo et al. v. Hooper, 98 N. C, 482. . > 
Affirmed. 


Cited: ene v. Tyler, 186 N. C., 43; : Ledford v. Emerson, 148 
N. C., 584; Pickelsimer v. as 13 N. C., 6389; Walliams v. 
Perkins, 199 N. C., 178. 8 


(286) | 
AMBROSE GRUBB er at. vy. W. C. FOUST er at. 


Devise—Will—Description—Evidence. 


The description in a will, “I give and devise to my wife all my interest in 
1,029 acres of land for life,” ete., and then; after giving to several persons 
named undivided portions thereof, “the balance of said land to be equally 
divided between all my children,” ete, there being nothing to indicate 
that the testator had other lands, is not so vague as to render the devise 
void, and parol evidence is competent to identify the land. 


Crvin action for the recovery of land, tried before Clark, J., at De- 
cember Term, 1887, of Davipson Superior Court. : 

The plaintiffs claim title to the land, 1,029 acres, described in the 
complaint “as heirs at law and devisees of J oseph Gordon, Sr.” | 

The defendants also claim title to the land in their possession, re- 
spectively derived from Joseph Gordon, Sr., or by long possession under 
color of title. 

The separate answers of Robt. Williams, Mary ES Moore and E. mn 
Clodfelter are sent up with the record. | 

The answer of Robert Williams denies the title of the plaintiffs— . 
alleges title in himself to 170 acres of the land claimed by plaintiffs, 


which is described by metes and bounds in his answer, disclaims as to the ~— 


balance, and says “that he has been in the continued possession of the 
said tract of land (170 acres) under a deed for more than forty years 
under known and visible lines and boundaries, and under colorable title, 
claiming the same as his own adversely to the plaintiffs and all others, 
and for more than seven years before the commencement of this action,” 
etc., and relies on the statute. 3 
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it P, Moore answers for aveele aaa R. B. Hefler (her ee ‘ 
and denies the title of the plaintiffs. She claims title to 500 acres of 
the land described in her answer by virtue of a conveyance from 
“Joseph Gordon, Sr., ancestor of the plaintiff,’ made in 1838, (287) 
to one Lee, trustee, etc., and mesne conveyances—the land con- 
veyed to Lee being the land described in the plaintiffs’ complaint. She 
further says that she and those under whom she claims have been in 
possession under color of title up to known and visible boundaries, 
claiming adversely to all others, for more than forty years, etc., and 
relies upon the statute. | | 

A. K. Clodfelter answers denying title of plaintiffs, and claiming title 
to thirty-four acres, described in his answer. | 

These answers present the questions in controversy. | 

On the trial the plaintiffs introduced a deed from John H. Finch, 
dated 22 October, 1838, conveying in fee 1,029 acres of land, alleged by 
plaintiffs to be the locus in quo, to Joseph Gordon, Sr., under whom all 
the plaintiffs and most of the defendants claim title. | 

Plaintiffs then introduced the will of Joseph Gordon, Sr., in which 
occurs the following: 

“T give and devise to my beloved wife, Eve M. Gordon, all my interest 
in 1,029 acres of land to have during her life or widowhood, and I also 
will to my son, James Gordon’s heirs, 25 acres of land, and also Joseph 
Gordon’s heirs, 25 acres of land, and also John Gordon’s heirs, 25 acres 
of land, and also William Gordon’s heirs, 25 acres of land, and also my 
son Doctor, 125 acres of land, to him to hold to and his in fee simple 
forever, and also to Catherine Medley’s heirs, 20 acres of land, and also 
to Mary Fine’s heirs, 20 acres of land, and also to Eve Cecil’s heirs, 
20 acres of land, and also to Nelly Gordon’s heirs, 25 acres of land, and 
also to Lydia Gordon, 25 acres of land, and also to Levi Shuler’s heirs 
-10 acres of land. The balance of said land to be equally divided between 
all my children, heirs,” ete. 

_ The plaintiffs introduced evidence tending to show that the several 
tracts of land in possession of the defendants were conveyed by the deed — 
from Finch to Gordon above mentioned; and also that plaintiffs | 
were the grandchildren of Joseph Gordon, Sr., deceased, and .(288) 
some of them his immediate heirs. 

The plaintiffs then introduced a witness snd praise to show that the 
land mentioned in said will is the land in controversy in possession of 
defendants. The defendants objected on the ground that the descriptive. 
words in the will were too vague to let in parol evidence for the purpose 
of fitting the description to the thing described. The court sustained the 
objection, and in deference to his. Honor’s ruling, the plaintiffs sub- | 
mitted to a nonsuit and appealed. 
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No counsel for plaintiffs. 
oC. C. Raper for defendants. 


Bier J., after stating the case: Ts the argument of counsel for the 
appellees it is insisted that parol evidence is admissible to show what 
lands were meant by the testator, Jos. Gordon, Sr., in the clause of the 
will recited, and that the several devises mentioned therein are incapable 
of definite location. 

Whatever may be the rights is the devisees of Joseph Gordon, Sr., 
as between themselves and as affected by the specified number of acres 
mentioned in the will as given, respectively, to the “heirs of James 
Gordon” and the others named, it is plain that the purpose of the tes- 
tator was to give to his wife, Eva M. Gordon, for life all his interest in 
1,029 acres of land, with remainder to the persons and classes of per- 
sons mentioned in the will. There is nothing to indicate that the 
testator had more than one tract of 1,029 acres, and it was competent to 
show where that tract was. Most of the cases cited by the counsel for the 
appellees were of insufficient descriptions in deeds, which could not be 
aided by parol, but aside from the fact that a much more liberal rule 1s 

allowed in the interpretation of wills than of deeds, there is no 
(289) doubt that upon the face of the will there is a devise of 1,029 

acres of land, and if there is any ambiguity it 1s latent and may 
be explained by anol That latent ambiguities in wills may be ex- 
plained by parol, is too well settled to need the citation of authorities. 

‘In one and the same clause of the will 1,029 acres of land are devised 
to Eva M. Gordon for life, and specified fumbers of acres to the classes 
of persons respectively named, “and the balance of said land to be 
equally divided between all my iden s heirs,” ete. It is too plain to 
admit of doubt that “the balance” meant, is what remains of 1,029 acres 
— of land after deducting the several aaiied number of acres given to the’ 
classes of persons named, and whatever difficulty, if any,*the plaintiffs — 
may have, in the event of a recovery in partitioning the lands as between 
themselves, that cannot avail the defendants. | 

Under the old practice, it was well settled that tenants in common 
could recover on a joint demise, or a recovery might be had upon the 
demise of only one tenant in common, to the extent of the interest of 
such tenant in common, and it was perfectly competent for the plaintiffs 
to show that the land menoneds in the will i is the land 3 in controversy in 
possession of the defendants. | 

The plaintiffs claim title derived fon Jos. Gordon, Sr., deceased, 
under his will or as heirs at law, and the defendants claim under a con- - 
veyance and mesne Sl as from the same person, and two issues 
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are raised by the complaint and answers, involving “first, the validity 
_ of the deeds through which the defendants derive title, and second, the 

statute of limitations, aud the piemuass have a right to have these ee Pa 

tions passed upon. : 7 7 

Error. | 


| Cited: Wright v. Harris, 116 N. C., 465. 


M. i, LOVE ET. AL, V: NANCY L. ‘McCLURE, 


Dower—Bvidence—Contract for Sale of Land—Widow— 
Vendor and Vendee—Parties. | 


“1. The right of the wife to dower is paramount: to and does not arise . from | 
the estate of the heir, but is.a continuation of that of the husband. | 


2. “Where the husband entered upon land under a contract for its purchase, 
paid the price, but died before a conveyance was made to him, leaving his 
widow in possession: Held, that the vendor could not recover from her 

possession of the Iand, and that upon a verdict being rendered establishing 
the fact. of the payment of the purchase money, she was entitled to judg- 

_ ment, notwithstanding the melee at law. of her husband were not pence - 

to the action. . a? 


8... ‘The declarations of the heir of ine husband are not competent dear ee the | 
widow upon the trial of an. action wherein it is. sought to defeat her right : 
to dower. . . ; 


DEFENDANT’ g APPEAL, 


Ca ACTION, for the recovery of land, tried before. Graves, z at 
Spring Term, 1887, of Haywoop Superior Court. | 

The plaintiffs are heirs at law of J. R. Love, and allege that they are 
the owners of the land described in the complaint, and that the defend- — 
ant is in possession thereof and wrongfully withholds the same, ete. | 

The defendant Nancy L. McClure denies the allegations of the com-— 
plaint, and as a defense to the action, and for affirmative relief, alleges ; 
that J. R. Love, the ancestor of the plaintiffs, in 1858, executed to 
Wm. McClure, now deceased, a bond for title to certain aere described 
in the answer, and the bond for title fully set out therein, and that the 
land mentioned in the complaint is included in the land so mentioned ~ 


(290) 


in the bond for title, and that Wm. McClure in his lifetime fully paid. 


off and discharged the notes mentioned 1 in the bond for title as the 
| dt _ 


ee 
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a _ (291) price of thé eee and was entitled to a deed in fee therefor; that 


2 Wm. McClure died in 1866 intestate, leaving the defendant his 
widow and the children named in the answer as his heirs at law, “and 
‘the defendant was entitled to dower in said land and now holds the game | 
as widow of said William McClure,” ete.; that J. R. Love died in 1863, 
leaving a last will and testament, which was duly proved and the execu- _ 
_ tors therein named duly qunlided: that the bond for title was duly regis- 
tered in the register’ s office of Haywood County on 15 J anuary, 1867; 
that J. R. Love in his. lifetime, and his personal representatives since, — 
have sold portions of the land mentioned in the bond for title as set out 
in the answer. 

She asks that the surviving ‘executors of J. R. Love an are named) | 
be made parties plaintiffs, and that the heirs at law of Wm. McClure 


| ~-Cwho are named) be made parties defendants; that a decree he. made 


requiring the executors of J. R. Love and the plaintiffs to convey the 
lands mentioned in the bond for title to the heirs at law of Wm. 
_ McClure, and if they cannot convey the whole of the land, then for 
damages for so much as they may be unable to convey, and for such 
further relief.as she may be entitled to. © 

At the special term, July, 1885, it was, by the court, referred to the 
clerk of the Superior Court to ascertain and report upon certain facts 
and to state an account. At the same term the following entry was 
made: “Leave granted to make the executors of J. R. Love parties plain- 

tiff, and the heirs of Wm. MeClure, deceased, parties defendant, and 
pleadings to be amended accordingly.” | 

The referee made his report to the Spring. Term, 1886, which, with 
the defendants’ exceptions thereto (twenty 1 in number), is fully and at 
_ length set out in the record, but in the view taken by this Court, it is 
_ only necessary to mention that the referee reported that J. R. Love 

executed to Wm. McClure, the husband of the defendant, the bond for. 
title, etc., as alleged in the answer; that the purchase money had 
(292) not teen paid, and that the 18th and 20th exceptions to the 
| report were as follows: | 
“18. That the referee erred in fnding as a legal conclusion or fact 
that the purchase money for the land had not been paid, or any part 


| anes as there was no testimony to warrant such ani) 


499, ree the defendant sake that a ee pass upon the issue of pay- 
ment, and such other issue as may be MECeSat ys to determine the merits 
of this action.” 7 

Upon’ the hearing on the report of the referee and the. exceptions © 
thereto, at said term of the court, the following order was made: | 

242 


NO) FEBRUARY TERM, 1888. 
‘Love 2 v. McCune. 


“This cause coming on. to be heed aaa bate Heard on 1 exceptions to 


_ the report of the referee, made to this term, the exceptions filed by dee 


fendant from number 1 to number: 19, both inclusive, are overruled by 
the court, and defendant. excepts to the: ruling of the court. ; 


It appearing to the court that the defendant has demanded a jury . . te 
trial in exception number 20, the court holds ‘that the defendant, Dye es 2 


virtue of said last named exception, is entitled to have the issue of pay- 


ment of: the notes mentioned in ‘the bond for title passed upon by a 
jury, and that the burden will be. upon: the defendant ‘to show affirma- —_ 
tively the actual payment of the notes: mentioned i in n sald bond for ine Vs 


Defendant excepts. : _ 
“The following issues are area: 46. he aputer to a sary at the . ie 
next term of the court, involving only the question‘of payment:. ee 
“1. Have the notes mentioned i in the bond for title, executed by tes- “4 
tator of plaintifts to defendant’s husband, ‘William McClure, been, actu: ; 
ally paid in full? » : 


“9. Tf not, what sum has been eee iatd by: ead or her said - “a 


husband, or any agent of either, on the $477 note? - | 
"a. What sum has been paid on the $823 note? Saale 
“4, What sum has been so paid on the $150 note? | 2 fe * 
“Defendant excepts.” te: ee 
At the Spring Term, 1887, these j issues were sibatted’ to a jury, er : 


the response to the first was in the canes which rendered an answer es : 


to the others unnecessary. 


~The plaintiffs moved for a new ‘trial, which was refused, and there- . a 


upon the defendant asked judgment: ms oS 
“Foy a decree for the plaintiffs to execute title to. the heira’ at oo or 


William McClure and for costs. This judgment the court refused to 

— grant, for that theretofore ‘the court had adjudged that the heirs of = 
‘Wm. McClure were necessary parties, and had ordered them to: be made a oS ; 
parties, and now after the verdict, ‘upon meeecaee: the record, fopne an | 


_ that they had not been made parties. ia 
_ Thereupon the defendant moved the court for ne as ; follows: 


_ “This cause coming on to be heard upon the complaint, answer, issues ‘- | os - 
submitted and found by the jury, and it appearing to the court that the _ 


defendant is the widow of William McClure, and that said William. . 


McClure had the bond of J ames R. Love, ancestor and testator of plain- heat 
tiffs, for title to the land in controversy; and it further appearing to 


the court from the issues submitted and found by the jury, that the said _ 


William McClure, in his lifetime, fully paid the purchase money to’said_ | . 


James R. Love for said lands, and that the widow, Nancy L. McClure, 
the defendant, is entitled to dower on said land: On motion of counsel 
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oS for defsndan it is eee deted by the: court. that plaintiffs uae nothing 
by their writ; and the defendant have and recover of plaintiffs and 


’ paiued in prosecution, the costs in this behalf to be taxed by the clerk.” — 
This motion the Court-refused; and declined to make any judg- 


= = (294) ment until all the facts necessary to a full determination of the © 


matters in. controversy. were | ‘properly ascertained. . . Bron, the 


=“ ot : refusal to grant the judgment asked for the defendant appealed. 


R. D. Gilmer for: plaintiffs. ' 
_&€. B. es ag dee 


‘Dag: 7 ave ataeng the case : ae Kirby v. Dil. 1 Dee Eq. ‘a. 195, cs 


- Aan widow claimed: dower in land purchased but which had not been | 
- paid: for by her‘ husband, and the title to which had been retained by — 


-. the vendor as security for the payment of the purchase money. It was — 


es = S there held that the widow was not entitled to dower in her husband’s 


“equities, and that even if she was-so entitled (as she now is by statute 
" since enacted) her right would be subordinate to the vendor’s right to | 
_ have the purchase money paid, but in the case before us it has been _ 

‘found as-a fact by the jury that all the purchase money was paid. i in the | 


: lifetime of the husband. If he were living, having paid for the land, 


- the plaintiff could not recover the possession of him; having died, the 
| widow's ‘possession was a continuation of. his, so fiat neither could 


Soade R. Love, if living, or his heirs at law, he bene dead, recover the pos- 
* session of her. The defense of the widow against the ender who had ~ 
-. been paid in full, would be the same as that of the husband, if suit had 
been brought against him, and as no recovery could have been had | 
a against him, so none can be had against her. The right of the widow to 

dower is a legal right; and is prior to that of the heir. Campbell Ve 


ie Murphy, 2 Jones Eq., 357. | 
She has the right to have any charge or seta beniies upon the. land 


. _. Temoved by an application of the personal assets to that purpose. K lunte 
. 0, Kluntz, 5 Jones Eq., 80; Carson v. Cooper, 63 N. C., 386. Her pos- 


e. . - session is rightful. ‘Tt is a continuation: of that ‘of the husband. 
ae (295) It is not adverse to that of the heir. Page v. Branch, 917 N. Cn” 
97; Grandy v. Batley, 18 Ired., 221; ; Buffalo v. N ewsom, 1 Dev,, 


| ae 208; Wiliams v. Bennett, 4 Ired., 199, 


7 “When the vendee has paid the purchase money for land and died, the 
widow may institute an action (formerly a bill in equity) against. the — 
heirs of the deceased. husband and the vendor, or his heirs, if he be — 
dead, to compel a conveyance of the land and ‘assignment of dower to | 
“herself. Smithv. Smith, Winst. Eq. (Hinsdale Ed.), 581. If being out 
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of possession, she could bring her action to compel the assignment of — 


-. dower, it must follow that being in possession, the equitable title being a 


out. of the vendor, he (or in this case his heirs) cannot recover of her. — 
In Norwood v. Morrow et al., 4 Dev. & Bat., 442, it was held. that a. 


widow was not bound to await the action of the hee at law of her. de- 


ceased husband to regain the possession of land held. adversely under a 


deed from the‘ husband which was void because of an illegal considera-. 
tion. She could file her petition against the person. in possession under 

the void deed and the heirs of her deceased husband. In that case itis 

said by Ruffin, C. J., that it is “not true that the wife gets her dower : 


necessarily from the heir. She claims paramount to the heir. 


In point of title, her estate does not rise or take effect out of the owner- 
- ship of the heir or other person. making the’ assignment, but is considered ae 

a continuation of that of the husband. . — She does not. require 
- the assistance of the heir, but brings her aétion ‘against any — who: - 
has the freehold, whether that be the heir or any other. . That. 
this must be so, is evident when it is recollected that at common law the. 


wife was entitled to dower (as she is now since the statute restoring ~~ 


common law right of dower). in all the land of which her husband. was’. — 
seized at the time of coverture, and that his conveyance did not defeat ps 


. the right. - Consequently : she was entitled when the heir had_ ms 
nothing in the land, and therefore she was epliged to assert the (298) _ 


= — right for herself.” 


If, in this case, the nee were Jeut of possession, and bringing her | | 


aétion against the plaintiff, they would be concluded in equity from | 7 


getting up their mere legal title against her right to dower; and if so, ' 
it must follow, that being equitably in possession, she cannot. ‘be required 


. to surrender that possession to persons who have no equitable right to 


it, and who, if in possession, could be declared trustees as to the legal | 
title, and made to surrender the possession. | 
Nothing appears in the record except the sie made at tJ ails Special 


ss Term, 1885, to show that the heirs of William McClure were: made 


parties, or that any answer or other action in the cause was made, or — 


had by or against them. Whether the order to amend the pleadings as 


_. shown by that entry has not the legal effect of an actual amendment. and 
does: not make them — parties,. as the intimation -in, Walton v. Pearson, 


85 N. C., 34, would seem to warrant, is not. presented by the appeal 


.. which is ‘only taken by the widow, but however that may be, for the 
purpose of her défense, the heirs of her husband are not necessary par-. 
_.ties, and we are of the opinion that as against her, she is entitled to the. 
re judgment, that the plaintiffs. take nothing, ete., and for her costs, and 
_-for the refusal to eat ine motion for this judgment, there i is error. — 
” Error. Be : | 


* Sas 


LBA. 
Gara 
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In addition to the facts stated on the defendant’s appeal, the follow- 
ing 18 necessary to a Drops understanding os the question presented on 


_ this appeal: 


“Upon the trial by a jury on the question of the actual payment of 
the purchase money by William McClure, evidence was offered tending 
to show actual payment by the defendant. In reply the plaintiffs offered 

evidence tending to show that the purchase money had not been 


(297 ) paid, and offered to show by a witness the declarations of 


McClure, a son and heir of William McClure, and son of de- 


- fendant, that the purchase money had not been paid. The defendant 
ae objected, and the objection was sustained, and eo the plaintiff 


excepted. 
There was a erdiek énding that the purchase money had been paid. 
The plaintiff moved for a new trial for the alleged error in excluding 
their evidence, and for that the verdict was contrary to the weight of 
the evidence, and these motions were refused, and the plaintiff appealed.” 
Aside from the vagueness of the declarations of McClure, offered to 
prove a negative, upon the idea, we suppose, that being a son and heir 
of William McClure, the declarations were against his interests, we are 
at a loss to see how any declarations of his as to what had not been 
done by William McClure or any one else can be evidence against Nancy 
L. McClure. He might have him introduced and examined as a witness 
and if he knew any facts tending to show that the purchase money had 


not been paid, his testimony would have been competent, but his declara- 
tions could not be evidence against her. It does not appear where, or 
- under what circumstances the alleged declarations were made. They 


were in no. way connected with the defendant, who claims “under the 
law,” as was said in Pinner v. Pinner et al., Bushee, 475, in which one 
of the defendants and heir of William Pinner sought to defeat the dower 
of his widow, by asserting title under a deed from her deceased father. 
alleged by the widow to have been made a short time before his death, 
with the intent to defraud her of her dower, and therefore void, and 
the declar&tion of the deceased husband, made about a month before his 
death, to the effect that he had made the deed to his daughter “for the 
land many years ago,” was held to be incompetent. 


; (298) Tf the declaration of the deceased husband, in whom the seizin 


was alleged by the widow to have been at the time of his death 


were not competent as against her, certainly the declarations of the heir, 
not of the existence of some fact, but of the nonexistence of some alleged 


fact, could not be competent. ‘There was no error in excluding the pro- 
posed declaration. | : | | 
| a 246 


'N. Ci FEBRUARY TERM, 1888. 


Troy vw. R. R. 


This Court cannot consider the exception to the refusal to grant a new 
trial because the verdict was contrary to the rights of the widow. As has — 
been often held, that was a matter of discretion from which there 1 is no 
appeal. 

Affirmed. 


| Cited: Everett v. Newton, 118 N. C., 922; Ins. Co. v. Day, 127 N. C., 
1387; Howell v. Parker, 136 N. C., 374; In re Gorham, 177 N. C., 277; 
Forbes v. Long, 184 N. ©., 40; Chemical Co. v. Walston, 187 N. C., 
826; Freeman v. Ramsey, 189 N. C., 796. 


W. ©. TROY, ApmrnisTraTor or THOS. McDONALD, v. THE CAPE FEAR 
AND YADKIN VALLEY RAILROAD COMPANY. 


N egligence—Proximate Cause—Hvidence—Damages—Trespasser 
7 _ —Lncense—Trial—Railroads. 


1. Walking upon the track of a railroad does not, per se, constitute such con- 
tributory negligence as will bar a recovery tor injuries sustained from the 
negligence of the servants of the road. 


2. Though the person walking upon the track of a railroad company be techni- _ 


cally a trespasser, if he uses due care to avoid injury from the wrongful 
act of the company, he may recovér damages for injuries thus sustained. 


3. Where the public for a long series of years has been in the habit of using 
a portion of the track of a railroad company for a crossing, the acquies- 
cence of the company will amount to a license, and impose on it the duty 
of reasonable care in the operation of its trains, so as to protect persons | 
using the license from injury. 


4, Acts, to constitute contributory negligence, must be the proximate, and not 
the remote, cause of the injury, and such acts as directly produced. or 
concurred in directly producing the injury. | 


5. The duty of keeping a reasonable lookout is imposed upon chow who have 
charge of railway trains; and a failure to do so, will render the company 
liable for injuries, though the person injured, at the time was a trespasser, 

if he did nothing else to contribute to the cause of the injury. 


6. Although the person upon. whom the injuries were inflicted contributed 
thereto by his negligence, if the defendant might have avoided them by 
ordinary care, and did not, damages may be recovered. 


7. It is required of a railroad company to exercise more care, than otherwise 
necessary, in running its trains in a populous town. 
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8, The damages to which one who has been injured by the , negligence of a 
railroad is confined to those that are actual. 


9. Where the evidence in respect to the cause of the injury is ‘conflicting, it 
should be left to the jury to find he fact under proper instructions eee 
the court. 


ae (299) Gaur Action, tried before Clark, J., at May Teh 1887, of the | 
Superior Court of CumBERLAND County, to ‘recover deaages for 
the alleged negligent killing of Thomas McDonald, the intestate of the 
plaintiff. | | 
It is alleged and admitted that on or abaut the ight of 19 October, 
1883, Thomas McDonald was run over while on the defendant’s track 1 in 
the town of Fayetteville. | 
The plaintiff alleges that his intestate was walking on the defendant _ 


- company’s track at the time of the injury at a place where “it was and - 


for a long time had been the habit and custom of the people of the town 


- of Fayetteville and others to pass and repass and cross the track” of de- - 
 fendant’s road, and that while so walking on the said road, he was run 


_ over by the carelessness and negligence of the defendant’s servants, in 


charge of a locomotive engine, and received 1 injuries from which he soon 


thereafter died. 
_ The defendant denies negligence and says that the plaintiffs intestate 


--» -was-a trespasser and had no right to be on defendant’s track; that he 
.. was a man of dissolute habits, frequently 1 in a state of intoxication, was. 
In that condition on the night of the injury, and was himself guilty of 


oo gross negligence in going on defendant’s track in that condition, — 
= (300) and that he was lying down and in such a position that. he could 

7 not be seen by the engineer, when the accident occurred. _ | 

~The following i issues were submitted : 

“1. Was the death of plaintifi’s intestate caused by the negligence oh | 


the defendant ? 


“2. Was the plaintifi’s intestate guilty of eoutebutory viegltwenset 

“3, What damage is the plaintiff entitled to receive?” 

Many witnesses, thirty in number, were examined on the trial below, . 
and the saberaues of their peemony was sent up with the case on 
appeal. | 
‘As there was no exception to any of the saints by the appellant, It 
is unnecessary to set it out in detail, but only substantially so much of © 
it as is necessary to a proper appreleneion of the exceptions to his 


| Honor’s charge. 


The tendency of that on behalf of the plaintiff, was to show that there 
is a crossing on a trestle of the defendant’s road, upon which planks are 
placed, and that over this trestle the public have been accustomed to . 
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pass and repass for twenty or twenty-five years, using it as a common 
passage way; that on the night of 19 October, 1883, between eight and 
nine o’clock, the plaintiff’s intestate was crossing over the trestle, when 
the construction train of the defendant came into the town of Fayette-_ 
ville, running slowly, not faster than three or four miles an hour, with- 
out giving any notice by sound of whistle or bell, and without any head- 
light; that it made so little noise some of the witnesses thought that it 
was only a hand car; that it sounded no alarm at the crossing, and that 
no whistle was blown or bell rung from Little River to Fayetteville; 
that the track was straight for a considerable distance and when the 
intestate saw the train approaching, “he tried to get across the trestle _ 
and could not, and then tried to get off and got his foot hung”; that he | 
“saw the a—d thing coming, and tried to get out of the way, but 

could not”; that he made an outery and sound of distress, which (301) 
could be heard at a considerable distance, according to one witness | 
800 or 900 yards; that the train was going slowly and could have been | 
stopped within ten feet; that if the bell had been rung at the crossing, 
the intestate would hae had ample time to have gotten off. © 

One witness (Smith) testified that he heard the distressing cry, got a 

lantern and waived it; that “if the engine had blown at the corporate 
limits, he would have had time to release McDonald; that he started as 
soon as he heard the outcry”; that the engineer was incompetent, “blind 
in one eye, and could not see well out of the other”; that the intestate | 
was an industrious man and a skilled laborer, worth $1 per day; that he 
sometimes drank, but was not a drunkard; that he was sober at the time 
of the accident; that he was 55 or 60 years of age and in good health. 
On behalf of the defendant, the evidence tended to show that the 
planks on the trestle were put there by defendant, not for public use, | 
but for the employees of the road, when engaged about its business; that. 
the defendant owned the property, and there was a notice at the gate, — 
“No admittance except on. business” ; that McDonald was inside the gate _- 
and was drunk on the occasion of the accident; that he was in the habit _ 
of going on.the track intoxicated and had been warned not to do so; that 
he was lying down; that if he had been standing up he could have been. 
seen; that he himself said that “if he had not been drinking he would not 
have been caught there”; that he was drunk the evening of the accident, 
so much so that he “could hardly keep his feet”; that Wright was a com- 
petent engineer, and had always been trusted. , 4 


Wright, the engineer, testified that the headlight was pe that he i 


did not know whether the bell was rung or not; that “if a man had been ~ : 
standing up he could have seen him 300 yards—saw no man.” 


He afterwards said that the “bell rung at the crossing ; are ery (302) - 7 | 


about 100 feet off—er y of distress.” 
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“The court charged the jury that, as to the first issue, if the accident 
was caused by negligence of defendant, the jury should answer yes, other- 
wise no, and that the burden was on plaintifi to show negligence; that if 
train was moving three or four milés an hour, defendant not being at a 
crossing, it was not negligence not to ring the bell or blow the whistle, 
unless such failure is shown to have contributed to the injury. It would 


have been negligence if there had been no headlight, since by the uncon- 


tradicted evidence the track was straight for half mile, but if there was 
a headlight it was sufficient warning to deceased, and there could have 
been no negligence in failing to ring bell or blow whistle. That if the 

agent or engineer of company had notice from the outery or otherwise . 
that a human being was fastened on the track, it was negligence not to 
stop his train, if he had time to do so after receiving such notice, that is 
if he received the notice at all. 

As to the second issue, the court charged the failure of the engineer to 
sound whistle or ring bell, if such were the fact, did not relieve deceased 
from necessity of taking ordinary precautions for his safety. Negli- 
gence of company’s employees.in that particular was no excuse for his 
negligence. He was bottnd to look and listen before attempting to cross 
the trestle in order to avoid an approaching train, and not to walk care- 
lessly into a place of danger. Had he used his senses he might have 
heard or seen the coming train. If he omitted to do so and walked 
 thoughtlessly and carelessly on the track, he was guilty of culpable neg- 
ligence and contributed to his own injury. If he did use his senses, 
_ saw the train coming or heard it, and yet undertook to cross the trestle 

instead of waiting for train to pass, and was injured, the consequences 
eh of the mistake cannot be cast on the defendant. No railroad 
(303) company can be held for a failure of experiments of that kind. 

' But, notwithstanding the previous negligence of deceased (if the 
jury so find), if at the time when the injury was committed it might 


have been avoided by the exercise of reasonable care and prudence on the 


: part of defendant, the defendant is liable, and the jury would find second ~ 
issue in favor of planed ( Pee, v. Mann, as cited 1 in Gunter v. Wilkes, 
85 N. C., 312.) © 

Plaintiff requested court to haves: 

1. If the railroad company had by long consent allowed the scans to 
; pass and repass the trestle work, then he ° was not a caper This 
was given. _ ; 

2, That if the engineer in charge was incompetent, or if fer the 
circumstances of the case, the servant of the defendant (the engineer) 
exhibited a careless or reckless disregard of life or limb, the dereudanis 
are liable in damages. This was given. | 
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3. That j in coming into a spopiloue town ( as is: admitted: in ahs plead- | 
ings) more care is necessary than otherwise, especially is this so when 
an engine is coming out of time or at an ‘unusual hour. This was given. 

4. That if the deceased was guilty of contributory negligence, and the. 
jury believe that if ordinary care had been used: or the accident, might 
_ have been avoided, then, though they believe the deceased contributed to 
the accident, the railroad i is liable. The court gave, instead of this, the | 
words of Davis v. Mann as quoted in: Gunter v. Wuies on top of page | 


"812 of N.C. R. 


5. That what the damages are is to is fixed by 1h jury, under all ine 
circumstances of the case, the same being left largely to the common sense 
and discretion. This-was given, the court explaining, however, it must 
be restricted to actual damages, 7. ¢., the money loss, eee the 
annual net earnings and expectancy of life, ete. 

_ . 6. If the engineer was without headlight and did not ring the (304) 
~ bell or blow the whistle coming into town, this of itself is evi- ~ | 
dence of negligence on the part of the railroad company, especially 
where human life is the forfeit of his failure to use the above ordinary 
- eare. This was given, the court adding that it would be a circumstance 
(if true) to be weighed in connection with all the evidence in the case. 

The defendant asked the court to charge as follows: | 

“1, If the jury believe that Thomas McDonald was run over by the 
engine of defendant at a place not a public crossing, but on private prop- 
erty of defendant, company would not be responsible: unless engineer 


knew of decaased’s dangerous position on the track, ‘or with reasonable _ 


care and diligence might have known it.’ This the court gave adding 
the words in quotation. marks, — 

“4. If the deceased, in attempting to get off ihe ace caught his foot 
and was unable to get off, and was lying in such a position that he could 
not be seen by engineer, his accident was the result of his own reckless- — 
ness, and the company is not responsible, ‘unless there was such outery 
| that the engineer, with reasonable care, could have prevented the acci-— 
dent.” This the court gave adding the words in quotation marks. 

“5, If the jury believe the statement made by deceased to plaintifi’s 
~ witness, to wit: ‘I saw the damned thing coming and tried to get out of . 
the way, but couldn’t,’ and ‘I saw the engine coming, thought J had time 
to cross trestle, found T had not, tried to get off and got my foot hung,’ 
his conduct, as thus stated, was contributory negligence. ‘This subject, 
however, to the condition that the defendant, with reasonable care and 
prudence, could have avoided consequence of deceased’s negligence.’ 
Given aftar adding words in quotation marks. - 


“6, If the jury believe the evidence introduced by plaintiff, and the - 


uncontradicted evidence offered by defendant, they will find that de- 


S a ‘ : . 
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- ceased. was guilty of contributory dualenen: ‘This was not given, except 
ag far as embraced in other charges given.” | | 
(305) .To the first issue the jury answered “Yes,” to the posone “No,” 
_. and to the third “$2,000.” | 
Judgment and appeal by defendant. 


; Thos. A. Sutton for plaintiff. 
Geo. M. Htose a defendant. 


a pane Ji after stating the case: The charge of. che court was given — 
with care, and we think stated the law fully and fairly. as applicable to 


my every view presented by the evidence. We have given it, as sent up with 


‘the case on appeal, but only two exceptions—one to. the first instruction 
asked for by the plaintiff, which was given, and the other to the sixth 
instruction asked for by the defendant, which was refused—were in- 
_ sisted upon in this Court, and «as the pther exceptions were not pressed, 
we dispose of them by saying that they were of no avail. 
1. The defendant says that the plaintiff’s intestate was a “trespasser,” 
and being wrongfully on the defendant’s road, the injury was the result 
~ of his own wrong: For this position many ‘authorities are cited, and | 
especially Bacon et al. v. Balt. and Pot. R. R. Co., 15 Am. and "Eng. 
R. R. Cases, 409, and. the note in which many cases are cited to the 
effect that persons walking on the track of a railroad are trespassers, — 
and generally considered to be guilty of such contributory negligence as 
to bar a recovery of damages for injuries sustained while so trespassing. 
We think that upon a careful examination of the cases cited by counsel 
for the appellant, it will be found that in most of them the injury was _ 
the result of contributory negligence of the party injured proximately - 


a causing it, and not resulting directly from the negligence of the defend- 


| _. ant, and where they have gone beyond this, they are not in accord 
(306) with the rulings of this Court, nor in harmony with the current | 
of authority. . 
In Byrne v. N. Y. Cen. and nore R. R. Co., 104 N. V2 362 (58 
Am. Reps., 512), it was said, “that when the sulle for a series of years, - 
had been in the habit of proms the railroad, the acquiescence of the 
_ defendant in the public use amounted to a license or permission to cross 
at the point, and imposed the duty upon it, as to all persons so crossing, 
to exercise reasonable care in the movement of its trains, so as to protect 
them from injury,” a this postion is aU D EOE by abundant ale 


thority. -_ 


But even if he were a trespasser, we do not assent to the idea that the 
company is thereby released from reasonable care. e+ 
+= | | 252 
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Tn Vicksburg and eon R. BR Oa v. Mot dilin: 62: ‘Miss., 682, oe ee 
‘Campbell, CO. J., says: “One may be technically a trespasser, aad. if he’ ae 
uses due care to ‘avoid j injury from the wrongful act of another, he may ae 
recover; and he may not be a trespasser, and yet: guilty of such contribu- ee ee 


tory negligence as to preclude him from recovering.” 


He says: “The criterion. is. whether he observes. ee des ais a ke 
circumstances of his situation, whatever it may, ‘be, to avoid. harm from. a 


the act. complained of.” on . 
To constitute such soatnbators ore as, wil ‘defeat a recovery, 
it must be the proximate and not the remote cause of ‘the injury.” In 
Bal: € Ohio R. R. Co. v. Trainer et al., 33 Maryland, 542,.it is said: 
_. “By ‘proximate. cause,’ is mtended. an act which directly produced, or: 
concurred directly in producing the injury. By ‘remote cause,’ is In- 
tended that which may have happened, and yet no injury have occurred, 


notwithstanding that no injury could have occurred, if it had not hap- | ‘ 


pened. No man would ever have been killed on a railway if he had 


never gone on or near ‘the track.» But if a man does imprudently | and’). * 


incautiously go on a railroad track, and is killed-or injured by a train 

of cars, the: company is responsible ‘unless it has used reasonable — | 
- care and caution to avert it, provided the circumstances were not. (307) 
such; when. the party went, on the track, as to threaten direct — : 
“injury and. provided, that being on the track: oo did nothing, positive or 
negative, to contribute’ to the immediate injury.” | | 


‘In He é 7.0. RLR. Co. v. Symkins, 54 Tex., 615, it is said, “that oe 


reasonable lookout, -varyling according to the danger and surrounding - 
circumstances, is a a duty always devolving on those in charge of a rail- 
way train in motion, and railway companies are bound to. exercise: due 
care to avoid injury to others, and a failure to do so will render them - 
liable for injuries, resulting even toa trespasser, WHO: has not pees guilty 
of contributory negligence.” ae 
In Parker v, R. R., 86 N.-C., 221, rélied on by defendant? ae idecbened: | 
could, by using ordinary care, hese avoided the i injury, and the defend: : 
ant could not stop the engine in time to prevent it. ee 
We conclude that there was no error in giving the instruction com- ey 
plained of. | ee 


2. The second esas aes on shee. was to 9 the vetanalet to. give ae ae 
sixth instruction ‘asked for ‘by the Actandant” This instruction ‘ ‘was nn nk 


given except as far as embraced i in other charges given.” 


There was evidence tending to show that the negligence of ‘the distant a ee 
ant was the direct and proximate cause of the injury; and there was 
_ evidence tending to show that the deceased, being on the track, under the - oa 
* circumstances detailed i in evidence (which w was not oo ge auch contribu- Le” 


ae 
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ane story. negligence as eed thé defendant from ma liability for failure to use 


oe ordinary care), ;.could not avoid the i injury. 


These questions were left fairly to the jury, and we can see no error 


ae in the instructions of the court, t excepted to, or ‘in refusing oe asked 
ae - or denied. os _ | 


There 3 is ‘no error, ee a Ps = ee — o a 


‘Cited: Randall v. R. e 104.N. 0; ‘A165 eae v. R. Ry 105 ‘N. ‘C.. 


err Bullock’ v. R. RB., ibid., 188; Dens R. R., 107 N..C., 690, 694; 


Taylor v. R. R., 109 N. C., 236; Hinkle v. R. R., ‘abid., 473; Clark v. 


hy PL SRORE iid, 481; Emry'v. R. B., sid, 8085 Smith o. B. B. 114-N. 0, 
788; Styles v. R. R., ‘118 N. C., 1092; Hawordae. RB. R., 182 N. C., 101; 


 Onoale: oR, ‘R,, 451 N. C., 52; Mowe vo. R. R., ae B77: Novis v 
. . RR. 152 N, C., 511; Exum v. R. R.,154.N. C., 419; Horner v. h. BR. 
MON, Os 653; Brown v. R. R., TaN. C., 606. i, 1a 


= 


MARY E. BUCHANAN, vy. ANDREW H. ‘BUCHANAN. er, na 


| WillSurvivorship—Ececutory Devise—Cotingent Bata 
Remainder. Lg, 


OB devined a his son R. all his estate not atheewiee disposed ae in i his will, 
, and provided that “should R. die without bodily heir, it is my will and. 

- desire’ that my son A. should have it all.” R, survived the testator and 
a his brother A., and died without issue: Held, — | 


1. ‘That R. took an estate in fee terminable at his. decease without issue, and 
+ in. such an. event the: estate vested in the heirs of A. 


_ : 2, The: “dying without issue,” upon which a contingent rannaiader vests, will 


a be construed as referring to the death of the devisee of the first estate 
- and not to that of the testator, unless the devise be to tenants in common | 

with a clause of survivorship, or it is apparent from the whole will that 
_ _ the testator intended % make the estate een dene on the event of his own 
- death. 7 | 


“ | Hatara v. Kearney, Bus. Ba, 221, commented upon and distinguished, 


ipiee was a el action, “which was eteed before Gilmer, d., at Fall 


a : 7 Term, 1886, of Anson’ Superior Court. 


ae = which i 18 as follows: 


The action involves the construction of the aad daas of the will 
of Henry Buchanan, under whom both parties to the action ae and 
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| «I, ans Bachunad: of the county of Anson ana State of North = 
Carolina, being of sound mind and memory, but considering the uncer-- 
tainty of life, and my earthly existence, do make and declare this my 


last will and testament, in manner and form following, that is to say: 


First. That my executor. hereinafter named shall provide for my: 3 


body a decent burial, suitable to the wishes of my children and friends, 


and pay the expenses of the same, together with my just debts that may _ | 


be owing at my death, out of the moneys that may be on hand or that 25 


may first come into his hands as a part or parcel of estate. And should . ad 


“no moneys be on hand at my death, it is my will and desire that a 
my executors sell crops or any part of my perishable property to. (309) 
raise money for the puEpoeS: of paying < debts aoocneine to - this : 

clause. pg * ges 
“1st Item. c give and devise to. my ‘son Francis five negroes, VIZ. 2 
Boston, Rose, Tamer, Lem, Ann. aa 

“ond Item. I give and devise to my son Aadrews in cash, fifty dollars. 

“8rd-Item. I eye and devise to 7 son Horacio one hundred pocea 
in cash. 3 7 | 

“4th Ttem. ce give and deviecs to. ie ane , Riley ¢ two negroes, ‘Viz: Ji Finny 
and Lucy, one cow and calf, one bed. 

“Sth Item. I give and devise to Alexander Riley one tract of aad on 
which I now live, known as the Dickson tract of land, for him. and his. 
mother and the rest of the children to live on until the youngest become © 
of age; also a negro boy named Alfred, one named Charles, one named 
Ned, one named. Franky, and a mule named J oes one cow and calf, : 
and one bed, and one girl Beck, 

“6th Liem. I give. and devise to Mary 3 Ellen Riley one negro girl , 
Easter, one negro. girl Margaret. — | 


“7th Item. I give and bequeath to my son ‘Richmowid all the ca eS 


ing part of my property, or all my property not otherwise disposed of, . 
and should Richmond die without a holy. heir, it is my “ae and. aes tat 
that my son Andrew should have it all. 7 ee 


“Tt is my will and desire, that should it ae necessary. ; mit bag Sy, 
part of my estate to meet the payment of moneys herein above by me. - | 
given away, then and in that case my executor shall sell first perishable. 
- property and any part of my personal property to raise the same on a 
-redit of twelve months. And should any residue remain after the pay- 
* ment and delivery of all the general-and specific legacies herein set out: 
and named, to be given or returned to. my son Richmond. 


“Tt is also my will and desire that my executor be paid for (310) 
his. trouble such compensation or commissions as ‘the. County 
| on of Anson ney deem just and right. | 
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| 4nd ee [ do eee sonstiiute and ee my ‘ists Pana! ” ete, - 
‘The will, with attesting witnesses, bears date in August, 1843, and — 
, Was admitted to probate i in the County Court of Anson, at its January 


_ session in 1845. The devisee, the testator’s son Rick mond: made his 
—. Swill in. J uly, 1869, which was proved i in the proper court in J une, 1876, — 


and therein he gives to the plaintiff “all his (my) estate, both real and | 
personal,” “absolutely and in fee simple.” :. | 

The defendants are the children and nee at law of the Revises: 
‘Andrew, named in the same clause, who died intestate in 1847, some 
twenty-two years prey us to the death of his brother Richmond,. in 
1869. 

_ Upon the ‘nial ‘ond after hearing. ihe eee the presiding judge | 
being of. opinion that the title depended upon the interpretation of the 
will of said Buchanan, and the effect of the words of limitation, reserved 
the point and submitted to the j jury an inquiry into the amount of dam- 
ages, and they being found, ruled in favor of the plaintiff as to the title, . 
and eave judgment accordingly, from which the defendants appealed. 


J. A. Lockhart for plaintiff. 
EY. Smith for defendants. « 


Srra, C. J., after stating the case: The ruling brought up for review 


proceeds upon a construction of the clause of the will in controversy, 


which requires the death of the devisee Richmond. to take place in the 

lifetime of the testator, as the contingency on which the limitation over 

to Andrew was to take effect, and dercnHng it if the testator was the 
- survivor. 


7 . 811) The devise is of an estate in: fee to Richmond, eonintbie at 


| his decease without issue; and in’ such event passing over and’ 
| vesting in Andrew... No time is xed for the executory devise over to 
take effect, except that it must be at the death of his brother, when- 


Lever this shall occur under the specified condition of his being “without 


‘a bodily heir,” or childless, and to this the act of 1827 adds, “living | at 


- | the time of his death.” The Code, sec. 1827. 


Without. the aid of the statute, the coHeaent rulings of the site. 


are that such a. limitation, being upon an indefinite failure of issue, that 


is, whenever such issue ceases: to exist,.1s void for remoteness, to prevent 
| which the enactment, alike applicable to wills and deeds, was made when 
no contrary effect is manifest. Thereby the limitation over is made 
effectual or fails at the death of the first taker, and the result | is then 
determined. — | 
“The series of cases in ste Bnglish law,” in ne eee of Chancellor 
&E ent, “have been uniform from the time of the Year Books down to the 
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present day in recognition of the rule of law that a devise in fee with a 
- remainder over if the devisee dies with issue, or heirs of the body, is a 
fee cut down to an estate tail and the limitation over is void by way of 
 executory devise, as being too remote, and being founded on an indefinite © 
failure of issue.” 4 Kent Com., 276, citing numerous cases; see, also, 

3 Greenl. Cruise Real Prop., 461; 2 Wash. Real Prop., 355, to the same — 

effect. 

The rulings in this State have been explicit and to the same effect, as 
will be seen by referring to the following cases: Sutton v. Wood, Conf. 

Rep., 202 and 312; Bryan v. DeBerry, 2 Hay., 356, 546; Jones v. 
Speight, 1 Car. L. Repos., 544, 157; Sanders v. Hyatt, 1 Hawks, 247; 
Beasley v. Whitehurst, 2 Hawks, 487; Ross v. Farris, 4 Dev., 376; 

Brown v. Brown, 3 Ired., 1384; H ollowell v. Kornegay, 7 Ired., 261; 

Gibson v. Gibson, 4 Jones, 425. 

In Brown v. Brown, supra, it is declared that a devise before (312) 
the act of 1827, in the words “if my son should die without lawful 
. issue,” unexplained, imparted in a legal sense, the failure of issue at any 
indefinite time, whenever it might happen, and a remainder limited upon 
such contingency was void.” 

The remoteness of the limitation, not allowed by the common law, is 
obviated by the annexing of the statutory words which confine the con- 
tingency to the state of things existing at the death of the previous 
ownef. 

Now, it is spparent that if the testator intended in the use of such 
general terms to provide for the happening of the contingency on which 
the limitation depends during his own life, there would be no antecedent 
estate to support a remainder, or to admit of a transfer of a preceding 
estate by way of executory devise, since, in consequence of the lapse, the 
devise would be of an immediate and present estate; and, as the effect 
of the superadded legislative words is to fix the vesting at the death of 
the preceding tenant, so as to. obviate the objection of remoteness, so it 
would seem that they must also determine the time when the limitation 
over, in cases like the present, must take effect. 

There are, however, numerous cases in which it has been held that 
where no specific period is pointed out for the limitation over to vest, 
other than the death of the first tenant, the testator must be understood 
to have used the words to prevent a lapse, and to provide against such 
a, result. 

The principle i is thus enunciated in Theobald’s Law of Wills, 483: 
“If there is an immediate gift to A., and a gift over in case of his death, 
or any similar expression, implying death to be a contingent event, the | 
gift over will take effect only in the event of A.’s death before that of the 

testator,” and numerous cases are cited in support of the proposition. 
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Here the death, an event certain in eae is deemed to be contingent in 
respect to its occurring before or after the testator’s own death, 

(313) and the event resolves the contingency and determines the ulte- 
rior devise. Rogers v. Rogers, 7 W.R., 541, cited at page 541. 

- The same author proceeds to say, page 486, « If there j is an immediate 
7 gift to A., and if he dies without issue over, the gift over takes effect _ 

upon the ‘death of A., without issue, at any. time, whether before or 
after the testator,” referring to many cases in support of the proposition. 
The contingency contemplated by the testator, in thus expressing him- 
self, is not connected with or involved in the death, but is referable to 
the devisee’s having or not having issue then living, and the death, when 
it occurs, alone ascertains the efficacy of the ulterior devise. 

The distinction in the mind of the author seems to be that when the 
testator speaks of the death as an uncertain event, he is understood as 
referring to an uncertainty in the time of its occurrence, whether. before 
or after his own decease, but when the uncertainty is apparent in the 
- form of the expression used, and is referable to the presence or absence | 
of issue at the time of the death, the contingency is determined solely 
by the event of the death, whenever it may happen. 

“Possibly,” he continues, in further elucidation of the rule, “when 
there is a gift over, if any members of a class die without issue to the 
survivors, the gift over must take effect, if at all, before the time when 
the survivors are to be ascertained.” _ 

To this class belong the cases in our own reports. Biddle v. Hoyt, 
1 Ired. Eq., 159; Webb v. Weeks, 3 Jo., 279; Vass v. Freeman, 3 Jo. 
Eq., 821; Hilliard v. Kearney, Bus. Eq., 221; Murchison v. Whitted, 
87 N. C., 455, while to the former class belong Davis v. Parker, 69 
IN: GG. Ol; Burton v. Conigland, 82 N. C., 99; Price v. Johnson, 90 
N.C. 572. : 
| The first of the three last mentioned ae disposed of as com- 
ing within the principle decided in Hilliard v. Kearney, without advert- 

ing to the differences between them. It is, moreover, opposed to 


(314) the ruling in Jones v. Spaight, 1 Car. Law Rep., supra, where _ 


. the words following a devise of land to the testator’s nephew, 
George M. Leach, and the male heirs of his body, were: “If the said — 
George M. Leach dies without leaving lawful issue, as aforesaid, in such 
case I give the said lands to the eldest son of my niece, Mary Spaight 

and Colonel Spaight, deceased.” 
_. It was decided that “the devisor intended on the death of G. M. Leach 
without leaving issue, then living, that William Spaight should have the 
land.” Henderson, J.. who delivers the opinion, adding: “In other 
words, to give this clause the same construction as if applied to personal 
estate, for certainly the reason for giving it a different construction | 
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- when applied to real, from that which it receives when applied to per- 
sonal estate, fails in this country.” This will was made, as well as the. 
decision upon it, before the act of 1827.. 

The other two cases, while recognizing de principle of interpretation 
developed in Hilliard v. K earney, do not fix upon the death of the person 
who takes the prior estate as the time when, if ever, the ulterior estate 
is to vest, but the one leaving the point undetermined, and not necessary 
in determining the appeal; and the other ascertaining ‘the time of vesting: | 


to be at an intermediate period. 


Tt is difficult to reconcile the various adjudications upon -the subject, 
= and lay down, in definite terms, a rule of construction which will. have — 
_ the effect of rendering them consistent with each other. But in an ane 
and exhaustive discussion in Cox v. Hogg, 2 Dev. Kq., 121, Hall, J., 
ra a separate opinion, from which the same extract is taken in the sent 
ing opinion in the case of Galloway v. Carter, at this term, thus an-.— 
nounces the conclusion reached: “However, the doctrine seems so well. 
established that words of survivorship added to a tenancy in common 
are so construed as to prevent a- lapse and become inoperative at the 
death of the testator, that questions of that Pea ey be ponaetee 
8 put to rest. 
So remarks Battle, Ti, delivering the opinion of the Court in (318) 
7 Vass v. Freeman, 3 Jones Eq., 221: “When slaves or other per- 
sonal chattels are bequeathed to two or more persons immediately as 
tenants in commorr, with a limitation over to the survivors or survivor 
if, or in case that one or more of them die, it is settled that unless a 
- contrary intent appears from other parts of ‘the will, those who survive 


_ the testator will take absolutely,” and in support he quotes from Jarman 


v. Wills, as follows: “If there be any time subsequent to the death of 
the testator to which the period of survivorship can be referrred, as for 


- Instance, the death of a, tenant for life, or the time when the property is 


.. to be divided, that will be adopted instead ‘of the death of the testator, 
unless a special intent to the’ contrary can be found in the will.” 
. And again, “Yet when there is another point of time to which such 
ae ae may be referred, as is obviously the case when the bequest is to 
_ take effect in possession at a period subsequent to the testator’s decease, - 
the words in question are considered as extending to the event of the © 
legatee dying i in the interval between the testator’s death and the period 
of vesting in possession.” 
In Cambridge v. Rent, 8 oo yD cited in ie opinion in Haliea v. 
Kearney, the testator bequeathed a sum of money to his sister Martha, 
which was, “in case of her death, to devolve upon her sister Cornelia, 
and in the same clause a like sum to Cornelia, which was limited over in 
_ the same words to the first named legatee. Sir Wilham Grant, Master 
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of the Rolls, thus expresses himself in reference to the construction of 
the will: “The words in which the bequest over is expressed have not in 
themselves, nor have they by construction received a precise and definite 
meaning in which they must be uniformly understood. 
(316) “The expression itself is incorrect, as it applies. words of con- 
tingency to an event which is certain. . . . The testator may 
have had some contingency in his mind; as that the legatee was dead 
‘at the time he was making the will, or might be dead before his own 
death, or before the legacy should be payable, and then the inaccuracy 
consists in not specifying the period to which the death was to be re- 
ferred. He might have meant to speak generally of the death, when- | 
ever it might happen, and then the contingent or conditional words must _ 
be rejected. . . . And accordingly in every instance in which these 
words have been used, the courts have endeavored to collect from the 
nature and circumstances of the bequest, or the context of the will, in | 
which of these two senses it is most likely this doubtful and ambiguous 
expression was employed.” | 

In Ommaney v. Beran, 18 Ves., 291, a gift of the residue of both real 
and personal estate to trustees for the use and benefit of Mrs. Ann Pop- 
plewell, and in case of her death to be equally divided between the chil- 
dren of William Whitehall, was held to have become absolute in her, 
she having survived the testator. There is here, as in the preceding — 
case, a contingency annexed to an event certain to take place, but un- 
certain as to the time when it shall occur. 

In Clark v. Gould, 7 Simons, 197, a bequest of personal estate to the 
wife for life, and after her death to a trustee, in trust to apply the 
profits for the support of six nephews and nieces, superadding that “on 
case of the death of any of them, for the support of the survivors,” was 
declared to have reference to a death occurring during the life of the 
wife, and at her death to become absolute. 

There is reason for referring to the-testator’s death as the period at 
or before which a gift over to the survivors of a class, who take after 
a preceding estate, shall take effect since such as then come within the 

descriptive words, only become entitled, and the share of any dying 

within the interval, even if leaving issue would, but for our 
(317 ) statute which prevents a lapse, be cut off. The Code, sec. 2144. 

Hence, if there were such issue, survivorship would not obtain in 
their behalf, for the contingency of a dying without + Issue does not occur 
on which the limitation over is dependent. . 

Under the act a lapse in case of the death of the issue a a child who 
dies before the testator, leaving i issue who survives the testator, cannot 
take place, for the latter is put in place of the devisee or legatee, and 
succeeds to the devise or bequest, so that it becomes unnecessary to insert 
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in such a clause the usual provision found in it, that if the party dying 
leaves issue, such issue shall take the estate and share of the deceased. 

Unless, then, the gift be to two tenants in common, with a clause of 
survivorship, which, for the forcible reasons given in Hilliard v. Kear- 
ney, confines the limitation over to a death occurring in the testator’s 
lifetime; or there is an intent apparent in the will or inferable from its 
other provisions, to restrict the contingent event to the testator’s life, we 
see no sufficient reasons for qualifying the words “dying without issue,” 
by adding what he does not say, that the “dying” must be before he dies 
himself. As suggested by the late Chief Justice, in Hilliard v. Kearney, 
he may provide for the event of the death of a devisee or legatee in his 
lifetime, by making a new will or a codicil to the other, and if he fails 
to do so, the statute comes in and makes such provision, when the devisee 
ig his child and leaves issue living at the testator’s death who succeeds to 
the parent’s place in the will. In such case, no lapse is possible, and the 
reason for a construction adopted to prevent its consequences fails. 

The true principle which runs through all the cases, is to ascertain 
the intent of the testator, gathered from the will itself and all its pro- 
visions, and to give the instrument an interpretation which will effectu- 
ate that intent. 

The testator, in the will hho us, limits the property to one (318) 
son upon the death of the other without issue, and with no other 


qualifying restrictions. How then, by construction, can such a restric-— 


tion as requires the death to occur before the death of the testator be 
introduced into the clause and it be made to speak what the testator has 
not said? Does not the testator intend that Andrew shall have all if 
Richmond dies, and whenever he dies with no child to succeed him? 
Why should his estate become absolute if he dies just before, and be de- 
feasible if he dies just after the testator’s death, and in each case 
childless ? ’ 

Annex the explanatory words of the statute (and the will construed 
in Hilliard v. Kearney was made in 1775, long before the enactment), 
so that it will read: Should Richmond die without a bodily heir, “not 
having such heir living at the time of his death”; can there be any 
serious doubt as to the meaning of the clause, and especially when the 
act declares that the ulterior limitation shall then take effect? If it 
ties up the contingency to the death, as an independent fact, so as to 
avoid too remote a limitation under former rulings, why should it not 
equally exclude an interpretation wien refers to an earlier period for 
the vesting? 

Without disturbing the ruling in Hilliard v. Kearney, the cogent 
reasons for which are presented in the able opinion as applicable to a 
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tenancy in common, -we are of opinion that the limitation over is valid, 
and the judgment below must be reversed for error, and a new trial be 
granted. 


Cited: Willams v. Lewis, 100 N. C., 145; Trealer v. Holler, 107 N. C., 
622; Kornegay v. Morris, 122 N. C., 202; S. c., 124 N. C., 425; Sain v. 
Baker, 128 N. C., 258; Sullivan v. Jones, 129 N. C., 445; Whitfield v. 
Garris, 184 N. C., 29; Harrell v. Hagan, 147 N. C., 118; Dawson 
v. Ennett, 151 N. C., 545; Perrett v. Bird, 152 N. C., 222; Smath v.- 
Iumber Co., 155 N. C., 391; Vinson v. Wise, 159 N. C., 656; Rees v- 
Williams, 164 N. C., 131; 8. c., 165 N. C., 207; Burden v. Lipsitz, 166 
N. C., 526; Hobgood v. Hobgood, 169 N. C., 490; Springs v. Hopkins, 
171 N. C., 491; Bowden v. Lynch, 173 N. C., 207; Kirkman v. Smith, 
175 N. C., 582; Patterson v. McCormick, 177 N. C., 455; Willis v. 
Trust Co., 183 N. C., 271; Ziegler v. Love, 185 N. 0.; 43; Pratt v. 
Mills, 186 N. C., 398; Dui. si sa 188 N. C., 195; Alecander 
v. Hlemeng,. 190 aN C,, 817. | 
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Arrest—Resistance to Officer—Force wm Defense of Property— 
Trespass—False Imprisonment. 


1. The rule that one may rightfully use such force as may be necessary for the 
. protection of his person or property is subject to the modification that he 
shall not, except in extreme cases, do great bodily harm or endanger 
human life. i 


2, This general rule is are more restricted when the force is attempted to be 
employed in the protection of property which is sought to be seized by an 
officer armed with legal process. 


3. Where an officer having in his hand a naguieiin duly issued commanding 
him to seize certain property was violently assaulted with a deadly 


- weapon by a person not a party to the action who was in possession and 


claimed the property in controversy, took the property described in the 
requisition, arrested the assailant, carried her forthwith to the jail and 
confined her therein until he could procure a warrant for her. arrest, 
using no more force than was necessary therefor: Held, that he had not. 
* exceeded his authority. 


Tus is a civil action, which was tried before Avery, is at oe 
Term, 1887, of Beavrort Superior Court. | 
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| There was a verdict for the defendant, and from the judgment ren- 
_ dered thereon the plaintiffs appealed. 
The plaintiffs, Benjamin F. Braddy and wife Wealthy, bring their 


“ action against the defendant Robert F. Hodges, sheriff of Beaufort 


County, to recover compensation in damages for an alleged unlawful 
arrest and imprisonment of the feme plaintiff by one M. J. Fowler, his 
deputy, in which the defendant after the arrest personally participated. 
The defendant denies the cause of action set out in the complaint and 
avers that the arrest and temporary detention were in the exercise. -of 
lawful authority. 

Upon issues elminated from the sisaditvs and submitted to the jury, 
they find in substance that. both the arrest by the deputy and the 
imprisonment in the county jail were lawful, and that the deputy (320) 
did not purposely or maliciously use more force than was neces- | 
sary in making the arrest or detaining the said Wealthy in custody. 
_ Judgment being rendered upon the verdict the plaintiffs appealed. 

Upon the trial it appeared that one Mary Singleton, in a civil action 
instituted against John H. Archbell on 5 April, 1886, and supported by 
her affidavit in the required form, sued out a requisition directed to the 
sheriff and commanding him to take from said Archbell a certain hog 
and deliver it to the plaintiff, Mary Singleton, and in the execution of 
this order, placed in the hands of the deputy, the arrest was made. 

It is only necessary to state such of the testimony as relates to the 
arrest and detention, and that of the feme plaintiff was to this effect: 

_ “Fowler came to the door, pulled out some papers, pushed them at 
Archbell and asked where was that hog.” Witness told him it was not 
Archbell’s but hers; he then went to the pen and witness followed with 
- the pistol; he ordered a darkey to take the hog; he pushed witness and 
witness pushed him; he ordered Gordon to take hold of witness who held 
up the pistol in her left hand to shoot the hog, then being lifted up; he 
ordered Gordon to take hold of witness, but did not get the pistol away 
until Fowler helped him; Fowler took witness by one hand and pulled 
witness ‘with the. other to the gate; he took witness to jail; Hodges came 
and witness was carried to jail and he kept her locked up in a room up. 
_ stairs for about an hour, when she was removed to the courthouse; her 
arm was bruised and she rendered nervous, from which she has not 
yet recovered. 
_ The deputy Fowler testified, that having the warrant he aud at 
the house and told Archbell hie had come after the hog, who answered 
“you can’t get him.” Thereupon Mrs. Braddy came out and. 
swore that witness should not have him. She was very angry. (321) 
_ Witness went to pen, and she drew a pistol and presented it at — 
| witness cocked, loaded and capped. She presented it at him, but did not 
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advance. Witness grabbed her and wrenched the pistol out of her hand, 
and told her she would have to go before Justice Wilkinson. She pulled 
back and cursed violently. Then he brought her to jail and delivered 
her to the sheriff, who locked her up in the debtor’s room for about a 
half hour. He acted in good faith, employing no more force than was 
necessary in overcoming her resistance, in doing which and in wresting 
the weapon from her hand, which had to be quickly done, he may have 
sprained her wrist. That morning Archbell had claimed the hog, and 
was advised by witness to give him up. 


W.B. Rodman, Jr., for plaintiff. 
Geo. H. Brown, Jr., and J. H. Small for defendant. 


_ Surru, O. J., after stating the case: We cite from the evidence given 
by the parties as to what occurred and omit that of others, which is 
mainly corroborative, so that it may be seén how, upon its different 
aspects, the jury were instructed, and the pertinency and correctness of 
the law given in the charge. 

After the seizure of the hog under the warrant, the exhibits accom- 
panying the proceeding show an affidavit made by Archbell disclaiming 
property in the hog, and another made by the feme plaintiff asserting 
her right thereto, upon the submission of which, at her instance, she was 
substituted and made defendant in place of said Archbell, and the action 
thereafter proceeded against her. This is adverted to for the purpose of 
showing a method of redress open to her, if wrong, without a resort to a 

violent resistance to the officer, carried so far as to put his life in 
(3822) apparent peril. We do not find it necessary to inquire whether, 

in a precept directing the seizure of a specific article of property, 
the title to which is in dispute, and which is taken into custody under 
judicial mandate for its preservation pending litigation, and for sur- 
render to the party who shall thereafter be shown to have the title, can 
be lawfully resisted by one upon hig assertion of ownership, and who 
may turn out to be the owner, since, if this right did exist, it has limits 
which have been greatly exceeded by the feme plaintiff’s conduct, and 
she has made herself an aggressor. | 

Assuming that the hog belonged to the feme plaintiff, and that she, 
and not Archbell, were in legal possession at the time, it was under a 
claim of property, asserted under the law by the said Mary Singleton, 
and the deputy was doing what the writ commanded him to do in making 
the seizure, when the feme plaintiff encountered him at the pen, and, as 
the deputy testifies, in great anger swore that he should not get the hes 
and at the same time presented a pistol, cocked, loaded and capped, at 
him, thus endangering his life; and then it was that her person was 
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seized, she resisting, and carried to jail, and a warrant of arrest ob- 
tained. The officer could not do less, under the circumstances, nor can 
he be held civilly liable for doing thus? 

It is not an attempt to take the property from her person, but in her 
presence and in obedience to the process in his hands, and there are rea- 
sonable limits within which force may be exercised in defense of prop- 
erty, even when one with no authority attempts to get possession, and 
they must be narrower in case of an officer armed with legal process, and 
certainly life cannot be taken or put in great peril in resisting the 
seizure. 

The law is very clearly stated by Gaston, J., in these words: “When it 
is said that a man may rightfully use as much force as is necessary for 
the protection of his person or property, it should be recollected 
that this rule is subject to this most important modification, that (323) | 
‘he shall not, except in extreme cases, endanger human life or do 
great bodily harm.” 

And again: “So it is clear that if one man deliberately kills another 
to prevent a mere trespass on his property—whether that trespass could 
or could not. be otherwise prevented—he 1 is guilty of murder.” &. v. 
Morgan, 3 Ired., 186-193. | 

Our statute regulates proceedings to be had upon an arrest of one 
engaged in committing a breach of the peace, and this seems. to have 
been strictly preserved, and without unreasonable delay. The Code, sec. 
1130, 

It must be declared that there is no error, and the judgment 1 18 

Affirmed. : 


Cited: S. v. Dula, 100 N. C., 428; S. v. McMahon, 103 N. C., 382; 
S. v. Black, 109 N. C., 859. | 


‘GEORGE M. ROSE, Recetver, v. W. B. BAKER Er AL. 
Appeal—Motion to Dismiss—Proceedings Supplemental to Execution. 


1. A motion to dismiss an appeal because the appellant has not complied with 
the requirements of the statute and the Rules of Court in respect to the - 
manner of perfecting an appeal, must be made at or before entering upon 
the hearing of the cause. 


2. If the judgment from which the appeal is taken bi in favor of a codefendant 
of the appellant, the latter should serve the required notices and case upon 
Such codefendant, as he iierehy becomes the adverse party. 
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3. The legal effect of granting a sssenalulie order, or the appointment of a 
receiver in proceedings supplemental to execution, is to vest the receiver 
with the property and effects of the judgment debtor from the time of the 
filing of the orders, and disables the ee. from Hones the title 
thereto. 


(324) Tuts is.a civil action which was tried before Boykin, J., at 
May Term, 1886, of Cumprrzanp Superior Court. _ 

In the course of proceedings supplementary to execution, the court 
appointed a receiver and made an order forbidding the defendants’ 
judgment debtors, respectively, to make any transfer or other disposition 
of their property not exempt from execution, as homestead or personal 
property exemption, and all interference therewith as allowed by the 
‘statute (The Code, sec. 494). Nevertheless, pending this action of the 
‘receiver to subject certain assets of the defendants to the satisfaction of 
the judgment, the feme defendant, who was a “freeholder,’ and her 
husband, who is also a defendant, "andertook snd purported, in disre- — 
gard of this order, to surrender to the defendant Buie certain notes due 
from him to the feme defendant and to discharge a mone ee ‘of land 
securing these notes. 

The court gave judgment i in favor of the plaintiff, directing a sale of 
_ the mortgaged property to satisfy and discharge the notes so secured by 
_ it, and directed that, of the proceeds of the gale, the receiver should pay 
to the feme defendant four hundred and forty-five dollars as part and 
balance of her personal property exemption. _ | 

The defendant Buie excepted to and appealed from so much of the © 
judgment as directed such payment to be made to the feme defendant, 
claiming that this part of the fund should be directed to be paid to him, 
inasmuch as the feme defendant had transferred and surrendered the 
notes to him and discharged the mortgage of the land, as above indi- 
cated. | 


N. Ww. Ray for plaintiff. 
A. P. Buxton and D. Rose for defendants. 


Merrimon, J., after stating the case: The exception cannot be sus- 
tained. The defendants undertook, in disregard of the express order of 
the court, forbidding them to make any transfer of the property 

_ (325) or in any way to interfere with it, to discharge the debts and 
| mortgage mentioned, while the plaintiff was seeking to subject 
the notes to the payment of the judgment of the plaintiff in the proceed- 
ings supplementary to the execution. The defendants could not thus 
discharge the notes and mortgage—their action in this respect was 

266 | 


N. 0.) FEBRUARY TERM, 18388. 
Rose v. BAKER. 


wholly ineffectual, because the statute (The Code, sees. 494, 495), 
coupled with the order of the court, had the effect to prevent them from . 
transferring the title to the land and discharging the notes or changing 
the condition of the same. 

It was competent for the court to order a sale of the land to pay the 
notes, and to apply the fund arising therefrom without regard to what 
the defendants had so undertaken to do. The very purpose of, the 
statute is to disable the judgment debtor as to his property, and ‘thus 
prevent him from making a sale, transfer or other disposition thereof. 
It would be to a great extent nugatory, if it had not such effect. The — 
remedy by attachment for contempt against the defendant for failure 
to observe the order of the court would, at most, only be partial, and 
might fail to afford the creditor just protection. Indeed, the statute 
vests the receiver in this and like cases with the property and effects of 
the judgment debtor from the time of the service of the restraining 
order, and if there be no such order, then from the time of the filing 
and recording of the order for the appointment of the receiver. 

The appellant, therefore, did not have any estate or interest in the 
land, or any interest in the fund arising therefrom, not subject to be 
applied to the payment of the notes secured by the mortgage; nor, so: 
far as appears from any pleading or other proceeding, was he entitled 
to have the part of the fund devoted by the judgment to the payment 
of the balance of the personal property exemption of the feme defendant. 

‘It is suggested, in the case stated on appeal, that after the 
judgment appealed from was entered, and after the appeal was (326) 
‘taken, the feme defendant nansterred? so much of the judg- 
ment as is in her favor to the defendant, but of this mere suggestion we 
can take no-notice, because such assignment is not made to appear by 
any proper motion or proceeding. 

It seems, from the case stated on appeal, that the Appellee plaintiff 
objected and excepted to the judgment in favor of the feme defendant, 
but he did not appeal, and his exception is not, therefore, before us and 
we cannot consider or take notice of it. It has no proper place in the 
_ transcript of the record of this appeal. 

The appellant, in effect, appealed only from so much of the judgment 
as was in favor of his codefendant feme sole, but he failed to give her 
notice of his appeal, nor did he serve his statement of the case on nappes: 
on her as, regularly, he should have done. | 

As to the judgment complained of, she was the adverse party and en- 
titled to notice. As such notice was not given, she might have moved in 
apt time to dismiss the appeal as to herself, upon the ground that no 
notice of it was given. Indeed, she did move to dismiss it after the 
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semen on the merits had begun, but it was then too late. The rule of 
practice of this Court (Rule 2, sec. 6), prescribes that “A motion to- 
dismiss an appeal for noncompliance with the requirements of the 
_ statute in perfecting an appeal, must be made at or before entering upon | 
the trial of the appeal upon its merits, and such motion will be allowed, 
unless such compliance be shown in the record, or a waiver thereof 
appear therein, or such compliance is dispensed with by a writing signed 
by the appellee or his counsel to that effect.” , 
The statutory provisions to which this rule applies are modified to 
some extent, but not so as to affect this sa by the statute Mees 1887, 
eh. 121). 
Affirmed. 


Cited: Wilson v. Chichester, 107 N. C., 389. 


(327) 7 
| L. SIMON er at. v. 8S. H. MANNING. 


Evidence—Res Gest. 


e 

~ 1, When act is ane evidence, what the actor says while salng it, quality- 
ing or explanatory of it is admissible as part of the res geste; but where 
the declarations are merely narrative of a past occurrence they are not 
admissible, 

2. The admissions iaaals by one in possession of peopeeey, in respect. to his 


ownership thereof, to an officer who is about to seize it under execution 
are competent against him upon the trial of an issue involving the title. 


3. But such admissions cannot be proved by. the unsworn declarations of the 
person to whom they were made. 


Tus is a civil action, which was tried before Connor, J., at January 
Term, 1887, of New Hanover Superior Court. | 

The defendant, sheriff of New Hanover County, having in his hands © 
an execution against L. G. Cherry, seized and sold a stock of goods as. 
his property, for which the plaintiffs claiming title bring this action to 
recover damages. The only question made at the trial was as to the. 
ownership of the goods. 

The said L. G. Cherry, aeamince as a witness for the plaintiffs, feats 
fied among other things, that one C. H. Strode, then a deputy of the 
defendant and since deceased, came to the store to make a levy when he 
was informed by the witness, who forbade his levying, that the goods 
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were not his, but belonged to his wife, one of the plaintiffs under whom 


~. the others claim; that the deputy left and consulted with the attorney 


of the plaintiffs in the execution, by whom he was directed to return and 
“seize the goods, which he did, closing up the store in which they were. 


_ This evidence was introduced without objection from the defendant. 


To meet this testimony the defendant, among other witnesses, intro- 
duced one W. H. Shaw, the deputy sheriff who had charge of the 
_ office m the defendant’s absence, and who had placed the execu- (328) 
tion in the hands of Strode and instructed him to levy upon the 
stock then in possession of L. G. Cherry. The witness having in answer 
‘to an inquiry, if he had delivered the writ to the other deputy to be 
executed, said that he did. Defendant’s counsel proposed to ask this 
further question: “What did Strode state to you touching the execution 
when he returned it?” To this question the plaintiff objected, because 
Strode was dead, and the defendant proposed ‘to introduce a statement of 
his, in evidence, made in the absence of the plaintiffs. His Honor asked 
the object of this question, and the defendant’s counsel replied, that he 
proposed to show by the witness that Strode in making his return to the 
- execution came direct from Cherry to witness and said that L. G. Cherry 
did not state that the property was his wife’s, the said Mrs. Mary P. 
‘Cherry, but asked that his exemption should be laid off, thus exercising 
a right of ownership over, and claiming the property to be his ‘own. 
And the defendant claimed that this return or declaration of Strode’s 
was admissible upon four grounds: 

1. Because the plaintiffs had opened the door to its wawidion by intro- 
. ducing the transaction and statement made by and between L. G. Cherry 
and the said Strode, above stated, in evidence and that this was but a 
continuance of the same transaction. 3 

2. To contradict the said statements of L. G. Cherry so ee as 


above stated. 


3. To corroborate the witness, W. H, Shaw, then on the stand, in his 
statement as to what he did in consequence of the return made to > him 
by Strode. 3 

4, That they were admissible as a part of the “res geste.” 

His Honor then asked the witness how far it was from Cherry’s store 
to where witness was, and upon witness replying that it was about two 
blocks and a half, his Honor said that the declarations were not a part 
_ of the “res geste,” and ruled out the answer to the said question. 

To which the defendant excepted. The witness then stated that (329) 
in consequence of what Strode said to him he summoned three 

appraisers to lay off Cherry’s personal property exemption; but the 

said exemption was never laid ‘off, because L. G. Cherry approached him — 
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about two hours after he had summoned the appraisers and told the 

witness that he had concluded not to claim his exemption. | 
The jury returned a verdict for the plaintiffs, and, from the judgment 

| rendered thereon the defendant appealed. 


Jno. D. Bellamy for plaintiffs. 
Thos. W. Strange for defendant. 


Smiru, C. J., after stating the case: The offer was to prove that L. G. 
Cherry did not, as he himself testified, deny that he owned the goods in 
his charge and assert that they belonged to his wife, but, on the contrary, | 
demanded that his exemptions should be laid off, thus exercising a right 
of ownership of them. The testimony itself was perfectly competent in 
contradiction of the statement of L..G. Cherry, for it was but a different 
version of what passed between him and. the officer when the latter came. 

to make levy under the writ. Had any one else been present and heard 
the conversation that passed between the parties, he would have been per- 
mitted to testify to it. But the proposal was to prove it by the unsworn ~ 
declaration of the deputy, made to the other deputy, after his return 
from the store. This was clearly inadmissible, since testimony comes to 
the jury under the sanction of an oath, and this assurance of the verity: 
of the testimony is wanting, and the law imperatively demands it when 
witnesses give their evidence. The cases cited in the brief of defendant’s 
~ counsel are mostly to the effect that when part of a conversation is given 
in, the party against whom it operates has a right to have all of it heard. | 
Its admissibility is defended upon the further ground that the 
(330) words spoken accompany the official act of levying the execution 
and form part of the res geste, and for this is cited the case of 
Grandy v. McPherson, 7 Jones, 347. 

It is undoubtedly a rule, that what one says while doing an act, receiv- 
able in evidence, qualifying and explaining the act, becomes a part of it 
and may be shown, and such is -the principle of this decision, and the 
ruling goes no further. The point in the case was the alleged levy upon 

a store, and a witness swore that he saw the defendant go to the cabin 
ae the store was, about that time, and that he came thence to witness 
in the field and saaeeed him to take the custody of the store. This testi- - 

- mony was given after the endorsed levy upon the writ had been shown. 
_ The court declared the exception to the testimony untenable, and says: 

“The visit to the cabin and the contract with the witness for the future 
care of the store ‘were facts fit and proper to be proved.’ ” “The latter,” 
continues the opinion, “could only be proved by the words used’ between 
the parties, and the former would be shorn of much of its significance 
and weight, unless accompanied by the declarations explanatory of tts 
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“object. The whole eons dination: therefore, between defendant and wit- 
ness McCoy was competent as part of the res geste. The declarations 
received were an essential part of the proceeding in making the levy 
under the writ, and were admissible for the same reason that the | act 
itself was, and to give it meaning and character.” 
_ _The rule is stated with great clearness by Greenleaf in the first volume 
of his excellent treatise on the law of evidence, section 108, thus: “His 
declarations made at the time of the transaction and expressive of its 
character, motive, or object, atre regarded as verbal acts mdicating a 
present purpose and intention, and are therefore admitted 1 in proof like 
any other material facts.” | 

~ Again, in section 10, he further observes, “that where pears (331) 
tions offered in evidence are merely narrative of a past occurrence 

(the italies a0 the author’ 8) ny cannot be mecetvad as proc of such 
oceurrence.’ 

So, when the declarations of one in possession of land were offered to 
show the extent of his title under a deed, and that a fee passed were 
refused, the Court upon a review of the exception to the exclusion, said: 
“The acts and declarations accompanying possession in disparagement 
of the declarant’s title, or otherwise qualifying his possession, are re- 
ceived as part of the res geste,” and the citation from Greenleaf, as to 
the declarations that are ae and narrative merely, are reiterated | 
in Roberts v. Roberts, 82 N. C., | 

Brought to the test of the rule He established, the declaration of ‘fig 
deceased deputy, as to what occurred at the store and what was said by 
the witness Cherry, were properly rejected, inasmuch as it was but a 
statement or narrative of what had passed, and cannot be received as 
evidence of the fact, except it reaches the jury through sworn witnesses. 
Undoubtedly the deceased could have testified upon the matter because 
it had been given in evidence by the plaintiff, but not what the deceased 
said it was, no more since his death than if he were living. The words _ 
are not associated with the act of the officer and explanatory of it, = 
’ the levy is not disputed and as such needs no explanation. 
There is no error, and the judgment is 
Affirmed. 


Cia Bumgardner v. R. B., 132 N. C., 449s eek v. Tel. Co., 
140 N. C., 153; S. v. Peebles, 170 N. C., 764. | 
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(332) - 
PRESTON CUMMING: & RB. J. LILLY, ale Erc., v. D. D. BARBER. 


“¢ ontract—E vidence—Issues—I nsurance—A ssignment. 


1. Where parties reduce their eulive agreement to writing, whether under seal 

or not, parol evidence will not be admitted to alter it unless for fraud or | 
- mistake; but if the whole contract is not put in writing, or if the instru- 

ment is ambiguous in meaning, parol evidence is admissible, not to con- . 
tradict, but to make plain the agreement of the parties. | 

2A declaration of a-party to such agreement, expressive of his understand- 
ing of it, is competent against his assignee, ores made prior to the 
assignment. - | 

3. It appearing that the written contract is uncertain in its terms, it is proper 
to submit to the jury an issue as to the agreement between the parties. 


_ 4, The submission of irrelevant or immaterial issues to the jury is not, will 
not, warrant a new trial, where it cannot be seen that the appellant was 
prejudiced thereby. a . 


5. Where, in a lease of a mill and fixtures, it was siistiaiea that the lessee 
should insure the property for a fixed ‘sum in the name and for the benefit 
of the lessor, and that upon the destruction of the property by fire the 
lessee had the option to rebuild—in which event be entitled to the insur- 
ance money—or pay a certain sum as the value of the property, and the 
property was destroyed, and the lessee offered to rebuild if the insurance 
-money was paid to him, but the lessor refused to do so until the rebuilding 
was complete: Held, that the lessee was. discharged from liability on his 
contract. 


Crvin action, tried wae Clark, J., at Fall Term, 1886, of the cere | 
rior Court of New Hanover. 
The plaintiffs claimed as assignees of W. F. Monroe, and alleged that 
on 27 December, 1882, the said Monroe and the defendant Barber 
entered into a written contract as follows: 
“That I, the said W. F. Monroe, of the first part, for and in considera- 
tion of the sum of $1,000 to me in hand paid by the said D. D. 
(333) Barber, of the second part, the receipt of which is hereby 
acknowledged, do rent or lease unto the said Barber my saw mill, 
grist mill and shingle machine . . . for a term of twelve months. 
. . . Said Barber is to have full right to use this property to saw 
lumber, ete. . . . but must keep all in good order, must put up the 
grist mill, ete, _. . . and furnish a new 8-inch 4-ply belt (and other 
things, naming them), at the expiration of the lease. Said Barber is to 
have mill and fixtures insured in Monroe’s favor for at least $1,500 in 
some good and reliable company, and the said Barber is to pay for this 
insurance, and give the policy to Monroe or his agent. (Interlined as 
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follows: Mill is valued: at. $5, 000; giant a a loss occur, Barber: os 


- makes good the difference or replaces mill as good.) 


“We, the said Monroe and Barber, do agree to each select one man, a 


and those to select the third, to examine this property and to ascertain — 
its true present condition ; and the said Barber does hereby covenant and 
agree to return this property and machinery in as good repair and con- © 
dition as he receives it, or make good the deficiency in money of legal a 
tender. The said D. D. Barber is to bear all losses by fire or other acci- _ 
dents which may oceur, and the said W. F. Monroe takes no risk what- _ 
ever, nor in any event is he to sustain any losses. .. . Value of mill. | 
— $5,000.” ce ag! | j ge : 
Signed by the parties, : | eo 
It was alleged, in substance, that it was eee that the true value of 
the mill property was $5,000, and in case of fire Barber should either 


replace the property in as good condition as before, or else pay the 


difference Perea the sum insured ($1, ee and the “— value , 
($5,000). | 4 
- There was ‘a ons cause of action, not material to be stated, as there 
is no exception relating thereto. 7 oe 
The defendant admitted that there was a written. contract on at De | 


a cember, 1882, but denied that it was as set out: by the plaintiff, and says, 


in substance, that the interlinéation has been made since the 7 
contract was entered into, and without the knowledge, consent or (384) ; 
_ ratification of the defendant; that the property was not worth — 

more than $4,000, and that its real value was to be ascertained by parties 


to be selected ; iat) he was to insure it.in the sum of $1,500, and turn - 


the policy over to Monroe, and that the property was to be returned to 


Monroe in as good condition as when received, or that he was to make _ 


good the difference, and in the event of destruction by fire, he was to 
replace it in as good condition as before, using the insurance money for 
that purpose, or else pay the difference between the value of the prop- 
erty and the insurance, but denied that the stipulated value was $5,000, | 
or in the event of the loss by fire it was to be rebuilt at $5,000, or that it — 
was ever intended by the parties, or either of them, to put an agreed — 
value upon the property, ee fictitious and far above its real - 
3 value. a : 
That the deteacit did insure the property’: in. aes sum of $1, 500, and 
‘delivered the policy to Monroe; that after the fire the said. ‘Monroe. 
assigned the policy to D. C. Baum & Oo., of Savannah, who have col- . 
lected it; that no part of it has been paid to him; that Monroe has left _ 
the State, and is insolvent, and that he has no remedy against him; that 
he has oe been a and willing to have the Pease valued — 
(278. ; 
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? the arhite atone and on delivery to him of the insurance money to replace | 


it in as good condition as it was before, and he Tepeniedy offered 80° : 


% fe to do. 


There were other matters presented by the answer and the Pee | 


7 tion, not material to the questions involved in the ADP ee which are 


substantially : 
1. Whether by the contract the walite of a property was fixed by the.. 
parties at $5,000, as insisted by the plaintiffs, or whether it was to be 


eis . ascertained by the parties to be selected, as insisted by the defendant? — 


2. Whether (the property having Bear destroyed by fire) the defend- 
~.. ant elected to replace-it, and if. 80, whether he was entitled to the 


cee (335). insurance money to be used in: replacing it as he insists, or 


whether he was to have the insurance money only ae the prop- 


| : erty was replaced, as insisted by the plaintiffs, 


3. If the defendant was entitled to have the insurance money to be 
_ 2 used i in replacing the property, did the plaintiffs or their assignor put it 
out of the power of. the defendant to get it to be so used, by causing 


delay 3 in the collection of it and the application of it to the use of the _ 


7 -assignor after it was ‘collected ? 
There is much presented in the record which aoud not be considered, 


- and only so much of the evidence as relates to the ‘exceptions a by . : 
_ the plaintiff is referred to. ch i 


- Upon the verdict the court gave Seeded on the first cause of action | 
age the plaintiff, from which he epee oe 


Deis: Russell for plaintiffs. ; - 
Geo. V. Strong and Thos. Strange for an 


| Davis, J., after stating the case: The plaintiff testified in his own 
behalf, his evidence tending to show that the contract was as alleged 
by ae | 

The defendant was then ee as a tials the ere of his 


| evidence being to show that the contract was as alleged by him. 


1, In the course of the examination of this witness it was proposed to 
show by him “that as a part of the agreement then made between the 
. parties, but not reduced to writing, it was agreed that if Barber should _ 
- take the option to replace the mill as agreed cn, he was to nays the insur- 
ance money for the purpose of doing -so. | 
This evidence was objected to by the plaintiff, but received — the 


court, and constitutes the first exception. 


It is a well established general rule, that if ie: parties weduee their 
entire contract or agreement to writing, whether under seal or not, | 
(336) the court wie not hear parol evidence to vary or r change: it 
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Jihlesd for aad: ree or the like; but if it appear. that the entire 

agreement was not reduced to write. or if the writing itself leaves it. 

_. doubtful or uncertain as to what the agreement was, parol evidence is. 
| competent, not to contradict, but to show and make certain what was the 


veal agreement of the parties, and, in sueh a case, what was meant | ig for 


: the jury under proper instructions from the court.’ 
In the case before us, it ‘is conceded that if the defendant diould elect. 
to replace the property he was to have the insurance money—the only . 
question is as to when? Whether before, to be used in replacing it, as the . 
defendant says, or after it should be replaced, as the plaintiff says, and” 
upon this question the written instrument is silent. | There is nothing — 
said as to what disposition is to be made of the insurance money if the 
defendant shall elect to replace the mill, | | 

We think there was no error in admitting the iesthnony. The anaee 
of the Court is sustained alike by “the reason: of the thing,” and. by. 
abundant authority. J ohnston v. McRary, 5 Jones, 369; Twiedy ve 
Sanderson, 9 Ired., 5; Manning v. Jones, Bushee, 368; Sherrill v. 
Hagan, 92 N. C., 345, nad the cases cited therein, 

2. The defendant offered the deposition of R. D: Paddisnn, i pions 
: that contemporaneously with the written agreement, and as a part. of it 
not reduced to writing, the defendant and Monroe agreed that if the 
former should choose to replace the mill, he was to have the use of the_ 
— insurance money to do it with. This was admitted, under - objection, by 
plaintiff, and is the second exception. = 
. This objection was properly overruled for ie same reason as the first. 

3. The defendant then offered in evidence the following letter written. 
by ree as ae of the plaintifts, to the defendant: 


-“GLENNAN, Ga, AT May, 1883. (387) 7 
ce Sir: Yours received ; facts noted. 7 
I am truly sorry to hear af the burning of the mill, ‘and’ would advise. 


you to rebuild at once. I would put in a new engine and fit it up all 


right. You can use the insurance money of course. I have the policies, ° . 
and will send them i in a few days. a a 5 _ Yours truly, | 
| | St eS ng he Wel Moyroz.” 


‘It appears from the record that this letter eee ica. peters the. 
assignment by Monroe to the plaintiffs, which was in. December, 1883, 
and it was clearly competent as tending to show that Monroe understood | 
the agreement to be that the defendant, if he anouNe rebuild, was to hav e. 
the insurance money, 
5, For the same reason Moneos s letters of 8 Aingust, 1883, ae 14 ee 7 
| tember, 1883, in in regard to the delay in getting the i insurance money, ¥ were. 
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7 Maniatble. “These eee were also: unibabia as” tending to show the 
_cause-of delay in collecting the insurance money. | 


6. The plaintiffs excepted to the sixth issue (by ‘aiistake, iiiiber 5 


in the case on appeal). That issue is: “Was it agreed between Monroe 
“and the defendant, before Monroe’s assignment to the plaintiffs, that 
- ‘defendant. should have the use. of. the insurance money to replace the 
"property with if he should take the option to do so? ee | 
~The ground of. exception, as stated in the case, is “because it presented 


“ no question of fact, but one of law only, which the Court must decide, — 


the entire contract, as alleged by either or both parties, being in writing, 


: and because 1t sought to set up a contract subsequent to the contract 


declared on in modification of the latter, and amounting to a release of 
it, ‘the plaintiff not having any notice ‘of such defense, and such subse- 

a -quent contract not: having been set up or referred to in the answer, 

7 (888) and: because, generally, in the pleading. and aan the issue 

| should not he submitted.” | 

. This exception is founded upon the triple scapeclenaen iets in 
supposing that the entire contract, as understood by both. parties (or 
_ either of them, as to that) was in writing; second, that the written agree- 


- ment itself determined, or could determine, whether the defendant would - 


elect, in the contingency contemplated, to replace the property; and 
third, that it modified or released the original contract. It was of the 
very essence of the controversy, and it is spools to see how the Pa 

_ tiffs could reasonably be misled by it. | 

6. The case stated that “on the angurient of the capesibaltey: of the - 


letters and other evidence to show past agreement, defendant’s counsel 


contended that if the agreement between Monroe and Barber had been 

that if the mill should be replaced, the assured should also keep the — 
- insurance money, it would have been a wager policy, and opposed to — 
good morals and void; whereupon. plaintiff’s counsel admitted that. it 


was not the intention. of the parties, Monroe and Barber, that if Barber 


saw fit to replace the mill, and did so, that Monroe should keep the 
imsurance money, but in that event their intention was that whenever 


a Barber should replace the mill Monroe was to turn over to him the insur- 


ance money, and therefore ‘the sixth oa issue was ‘submitted ag 
follows: | 
“Was the ne that the detcndant should iiave hee insurance 


money after he should replace the mill and property, and did the said. 


‘Monroe receive the money and use it, and put it out of his power to 
comply with his agreement, and did he mislead the defendant so as to 
delay the execution of his option ?”’ | 

The defendant had alleged, by way of detense and. Soanievslitia for : 


os - damages, among other things, that by reason of neglect and. misrepre- _ 
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sentations on the part of Monroe, there was a controversy with the insur- 
ance company and delay, whereby he was deprived of the use of. | 
the insurance money in refitting the property for use, and that (339) 
he thereby lost the benefit of his lease, by which he was damaged. 
This was denied by the replication. 

As bearing upon the seventh issue there was s evidence tending to show | 


that after the fire Monroe sent the insurance policy to one of the plain- 
tiffs with “instructions to hold it until Barber replaced. the burned mill - 


and then to give it to him.” And Barber “insisted that he was entitled 
to the policy or the proceeds of it before he began to rebuild,” and that 
he was ready and always had been to rebuild as soon as the money was. 
collected and paid to him. There was also evidence tending to show 
that Monroe had assigned the policy to Bacon & Co., of Savannah, © 
Georgia. 

‘Ten issues were submitted to the j jury, involving questions controverted 
by the parties. 


In response to two of coe the second and third, the jury had found . | 


as facts that the defendant offered “to rebuild the mill and replace. the 
property in as good condition as he had received it if Monroe, the plain- © 
tiff, would allow him the $1,500 insurance money,” and that they refused 


or placed it out of their power to do 80, and 1 in respect to the sixth 1 sian) - 


already cited, they responded “ves.” 

The responses to these issues were sufficient to deters the contro- 
versy in favor of the defendant, but it is insisted by the plaintiff that _ 
the seventh issue was improperly submitted, because. inconsistent t with 
and contradictory of the sixth issue. | 

The first part of the issue “was the agtsement that the defendant 
should have the insurance money after he should replace the mill and 
property,” is not raised by the complaint, answer and replication, but. 
from the statement of the case seems to have been framed to meet a 
phase presented upon the argument by the counsel for the plaintiffs. 

The remaining part of it is fairly raised by the allegations and denials, 
and is substantially met by the third issue, in reponse to which | 
the jury found that the plaintiffs refused or placed it out of their. (840) 
_ power to allow the deferidant the use of the insurance money to 
replace the mill. So no part of the issue was needed to determine the 
controversy. Was it in any way prejudicial to the plaintiff? | 

The first part of it, as responded to by the jury, seems but an affirma- 
. tion of the admission of plaintiffs, made by counsel on the trial, and the 
_ second part of it a declaration, that taking the agreement as so admitted, 


Monroe had received the money, used it, and put it out of his power to _ 


comply with the agreement, and we are ‘Unable to see how the apparent 
| = | } : : 
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conflict between the sixth and seventh issues can prejudice the plaintiff. 
-There-is no view in which the discrepancy in the i issues and the Ending 
of the jury can affect the result. | : 
This Court has several times held that the auimassions of unnecessary 
or immaterial issues is not assignable as error, where it cannot be seen 
how the appellant is prejudiced thereby. Poa v. Jackson, 88 N. C., 


103; McDonald v. Carson, 94 N. C., 497; Cuthbertson v. The Vinunines 


Company, 96 N. C., 480. 
~ Upon a review of his Honor’s rulings, and the errors assigned | in the 
record, we can see no error of which the plaintifis can ee 


Affirmed. 


Cited: Gatling v. Le 101 N. ©., 66; Mace v. Infe Bikes wbid., 182; 
| Moffitt v. Maness, 102 N. C., 461, 2 Nissen v. Mining Co., 104 N, C., 
310; Vestal .v. Wicker, 108 N. C, 93 White v. McMillan, 114 N. C., 
352; Colgate v. Latta, 115 N.C., ‘134: Simmons v. Allison, 118 N. C., 
; 177, 8; Doubleday v. Ice Co., 192 N. C. , 677; Log Co. v. Coffin Co., 130 
UN. C., 486; Wright v. Cotten, 140, N. G, 4; Hvans v. Freeman, 142 
ON. C., 63; ‘Tvoy ». Cotton Mulls, 143 N. C. 194; Adams v. Joyner, 147 
UN. G., 77; Walker v. Walker, 151 N. C., 167; Audit. Co. v. Taylor, 152. 
ON, C., O74: Henderson v. Forrest; Forrest v. Haygood 184_N. C., 234; 
Hite v. Aydlett, 192. N. Oe 170. - 
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A M. RIGSBEE Vv. THE BOARD OF COMMISSIONERS OF THE 
TOWN OF DURHAM. | 


BR lections—V oters—E vidence—J urisdiction—C 0 nstitution— 
Ss tatute—C anvassing Boards. 


1. While the General Resa may not have the authority to aetiorae a 

. municipal corporation to impose a tax upon a majority ofthe votes cast 

at an election, held for the purpose of ascertaining the will of the people, 

_yet; if in fact @ majority of the qualified voters, as provided by the Con- 

stitution, Art. VII, sec. 7, do vote in favor of the tax, its collection will 
not be enjoined. . 


2. It is incumbent. upon those who are charged with the duty of holding and 
ascertaining the results of an election, where a majority of the qualified 
votes igs necessary to authorize the imposition of a tax, to scrutinize the 
registratien books and eliminate from them the names of all persons who e 
do not possess the requisite qualifications. 


. 8. In-the exercise of this duty they may act upon their own BHO WIEdee and 
_ they may administer oaths and examine witnesses. 


eee dr eo 
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' 4, The result of the election thus declared is prima facie evidence of its cor- 
rectness, and the burden is upon him who asserts the contrary to prove it. o 


5. In an action to declare an election void, and restrain the imposition ofa. 


tax thereunder, upon the ground of. fatal. irregularities or other defects, i 
the complaint should set forth specifically the facts which it is insisted | 

avoided the election—a general allegation that ea of the qualified 
voters did not vote for the proposition is too vague. 


6. In an action. to declare an election void upon the ground of: irregularities, 
the courts have jurisdiction, and it is their. duty to ascertain and declare 
the true result; and if it shall be thus ascertained that a majority of the © 
- qualified voters cast their ballots for the proposition submitted, as a 
general rule the result will be enforced, though there appear to be irregu- 
- Jarities in the manner of conducting the election and canvass. 


7. The registration books aré prima facie evidence of the number of qualified 
voters, but without other support it is not sufficient to overcome the. evi- 
dence of the legal declaration. of the persons authorized to hold me elec- 
tion, that a different number was ne true one. , 


Tus is a civil action, which was tried before M errimon, J., at (342) : 
January Term, 1888, of Dvuruam Superior Court. | 
The plaintiff; a taxpayer of the town of Durham, brought this action 
in behalf of himself and all other taxpayers, ete., to contest the validity 
of the election held under and in pursuance of the statute (Acts 1887, ch. 
86) which, among other. things, provides as follows: “Section 1. The | 
board of commissioners of the town of Durham shall, and they are . 
hereby authorized, to submit to the qualified voters of the said town, 
under such rules and regulations, and‘at such time, within six months | 
of the ratification of this act, as the said commissioners may prescribe, 
whether a tax shall be annually levied therein for the support of the 
schools in said town provided for by this act.” At the election held 
under the provisions of this act, those who favor the levying of such 
tax shall vote on written or printed ballots, without device, the words: 
“For school”; and those who are opposed to levying of such tax, shall 
vote on a or printed ballots, without es the words : “Against 

school,” ; 

“Seo, . "The eepeton of said election sail on the day following the 
election, certify the number of votes cast and counted for and against 
‘school’ to the commissioners. of said town, who shall proceed to declare 
at once the result of the election, and if a majority of the votes cast shall 
be in favor of such tax, the same shall be levied and collected by the 
town authorities, under the same rules and regulations under which | 
other town taxes are levied and collected,” ete. . 

In the complaint, among other things, it is alleged: | a 

“3. That by section 2 of said act, it is provided. that if a majority of 
the votes cast peu in 1 favor of the tax therein provided for, the same shall 
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be levied and collected by the town authorities, under the same rules and 
- regulations under which other town taxes are levied and collected, and 


plaintiff is’ advised and believes, and so alleges, that said act is void and 


7 unconstitutional on its ae because it provides that a municipal 
(343) corporation shall levy a tax, not for the necessary expenses 

thereof, by a vote of a majority of those voting, and not by a 
majority of the qualified voters therein, as provided by Art. VII, see. q; | 
of the Constitution of North Carolina. 

“4, Notwithstanding it appeared upon the face of the said act that 
the same was void and unconstitutional, the commissioners of the town 
of Durham ordered an election to be held in pursuance of its terms, at 
which election, as plaintiff is informed and believes, a majority of the 
qualified voters of the said town of Durham did not vote in favor of 
said tax. Notwithstanding a majority of the qualified voters of the 
town of Durham did not vote in favor of levying said tax, and establish- 
ing the graded school provided for in said act, the defendants, the com- 
missioners of the town of Durham, acting as board of commissioners, by 
virtue of powers contained in said act, proceeded to appoint a committee, 
who, after refusing to hear any evidence to the contrary,-and also refus- 
ing the plaintiff, and others in like case with him, who were present 
with counsel and demanded it, any opportunity to be heard, and without . 
having any evidence from any source, reported that one hundred and 
eighty voters, whose names appeared upon the registration books, were 
not qualified voters of the town of Durham, and that the vote cast in 
favor of said tax and school was a majority of the qualified voters of the 
town of Durham, whereupon the said commissioners proceeded to 
declare, against the protest of the plaintiff, that the said act had been 
ratified by a majority of the votes cast, and also by a majority of the 
qualified voters of the town. of Durham, whereas the plaintiff alleges 
that the registration books showed that there were on the day of said 
election nine hundred and eighty-three registrations in the town of 
Durham, and the plaintiff offered to prove to the board, before the 
result had been declared, that said act had not been ratified by a majority 

of the qualified voters; but the said board refused to allow the 
(344) plaintiff opportunity to do so, and refused to allow him to see a 
list of the names of the persons whom the committee declared 
were not qualified voters of the town of Durham; and plaintiff now — 
alleges, upon information and belief, that the said act was not ratified 
by a majority of the qualified voters of the town of Durham, because the 
registration books show that there were nine hundred and eighty-three 
registered in the town of Durham on the day of said election, of whom — 
four hundred and ten voted for the ratification of said act, wien is not 
a majority of said qualified voters. 
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“6. That the plaintiff is advised and believes that the said board had 
no authority to declare that the said act had been ratified by a majority 
of the qualified voters, for if the act be not entirely void, it only provides 
that the commissioners shall declare that it was ratified by a majority 
of those voting.” | | 
- The defendants in their answer denied that the statute in question is 
void; admitted that an election was held in pursuance of the same, and 
alleged that such election was conducted and the result thereof ascer- 
tained and reported fairly and regularly; and that the defendants, the 
commissioners of the town of Durham, duly reported that a majority 
of the votes cast at that election, and a majority of the qualified voters 
of that town voted at it and voted “For School’; and they denied the 
irregularities alleged in the complaint, and that the commissioners named 
refused to allow the plaintiff or any other person to be present and see 
the result of the election ascertained, etc. 

The report of the commissioners states, in substance, that at the elec- 
tion named, 410 votes were cast “For School, > and 151 votes “Against 
School,” aad that there were 800 ce voters in the town of Durhani 
on the day of the election. 

The following is a copy of so much of the case settled on (345) 
appeal as need be set forth here: 

“When the case was called for trial the plaintiff sidered ne follow- 
ing as the only issue necessary to be submitted to the jury, to wit: Was 
410 a majority of the qualified voters of the town of Dirham on 4 April, 
1887 ? , 

“While the plaintiff Rigusbos was ain examined as a witness in his 
own behalf, the court suggested that his testimony did not seem to be— 
relevant. Whereupon plaintiff’s counsel stated that they would prepare 
other i issues, which they did, and tendered the following in addinon to 
the above set forth: 

“Did the board of commissioners ‘legally and fairly strike out 180 
names from the registration books? 

“Did the committee, appointed by the board of commissioners, base 
their report on any evidlencelt . 

“Tid the committee refuse a hearing to the plaintift? § 

‘Did the. board base their action on anything except the report of the. 
committee? 

“Was the said report seainpanien by any evidence? 

“At the close of the testimony for the plaintiff the court stated that, 
as it appeared from the complaint, the proper authorities of the town of 
- Durham had ascertained that 410 votes was a majority of the qualified 
voters of the town on 4 April, 1887, and had so declared, pursuant to — 
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the authority vested in them by the act of the General Assembly under 
which the election was held, this declaration was to be taken as true — 
until the plaintiff should make the contrary appear by testimony, and 
that the testimony offered by the plaintiff did not tend to prove that any - 
one of the 180 voters whose names the board of commissioners of the 
town had stricken from the registration books was a qualified voter on 
the day of election. 

“Upon this intimation of the court that the plaintifi had failed to 

_ make any case against the defendants he submitted to a nonsuit 

| (346) and appealed to the Supreme Court, but before he took this 

| course the court stated that he might take his choice of a verdict 
against him or a nonsuit. 

“The court being of the opinion that the plaintiff could not recover 
unless the first issue should be found in his favor, and that there was no 
evidence in support of the negative of that issue did not deem it neces- 
sary to submit the other issue to the jury. The plaintiff excepted.” 

On the trial “the plaintiff introduced the registration books of the 
town of Durham, which were admitted to be genuine. 

“The plaintiff then introduced W. H. Proctor, who testified that he 
was the registrar of the town of Durham, cies the years 1886 and 


a 1887, and on 4 April, 1887 (the date of the election in question), there 


were 981 names on the registration book, but that two of these had been 

‘registered twice.” : Oo 7 
Several other witnesses were examined on the trial for the plaintiff, 

including himself, but their testimony went to show what was said and 


- -done by the commissioners and others, while the former were engaged i in- 


ascertaining the result of the ee there was no evidence of them 
that went to prove that any person sites name appeared on the regis- 
tration books as a qualified voter, who was ascertained and decided -by 
the commissioners not to be such voter, was such in. fact. 


J.B. Biv J no. Deneve Jr., and R. C. Strudwick for pom 
Jno. W. Graham and W. W. Fuller for A las 


Ma ok J ., after stating the case: The purpose of the Leglislature 


: In enacting the statute (Acts 1887, ch. 86), to allow the town of Durham 


to have authority to levy an annual tax, as prescribed, for the support of 
public schools therein, if a majority of the qualified voters of that 

(347 ) town should vote in: ae of a proposition to that effect in an 
election directed to be held, is too apparent to admit of question. 

That statute plainly declares ‘he purpose and makes large provision, — 


_ much in detail, for carrying it into practical effect. It provides that 
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of a majority of the votes cast at such election shall be in favor of such 
tax, it shall be levied. It may be conceded for the present purpose that 
such a vote could not authorize the levy of such tax, but when, under the 
statute containing this provision, a majority of all the qualified voters — 
of the town vote in favor of it, such vote is sufficient to give the author- 


ity. When the Legislature declares that a majority of the votes cast at 


the election shall. give the authority, this certainly,.in the nature of the 
matter, includes and implies its willingness and. purpose, for the same 
and like considerations, to give it, if a majority of all the qualified 
voters of the town shall vote in ‘favor of it. The nature of the statute— 
its purpose and provisions—all clearly indicate such intent, and we can 
see nothing in the Constitution or sound public policy that forbids or 
prevents it. The chief and leading purpose is to give the authority to 


levy the tax if at least a majority of the votes cast shall be in favor of — 


it, and the Constitution (Art. VII, sec. 7), declares that “a vote of the 
majority of the qualified voters” of 6 town shall be necessary to give it. 


If the statute had omitted, as it might have done, to prescribe the neces- 


sary vote, the Constitution would have determined it. This intepreta- 

tion harmonizes the statute with the Constitution, and gives cane to the 
legislative intent. Wood v. Oxford, 97 N. C., 227. — | 

As the statute was thus operative, the deendania commissioners, had 

authority to hold the election, and it was their duty to ascertain, de- 

termine, declare and report whether or not a majority of all the qualified | 


voters of the town voted “For School.” They did so, and their action 
was official and authoritative. The presumption, therefore, is that they 


ascertained and reported the result of the election correctly and 
truly. Omnia presumuntur solemneter esse acta. Their report (348) 
was evidence, and evidence sufficient to prove prima facie what 

the result of the election was. Hence, the plaintiff having alleged i in the 


- complaint that the defendant commissioners made their report. that a 
majority of the qualified voters of the town voted “For Sehool, "the 


burden was on him to prove the contrary. 

It is settled, that the qualified voters of the town were only such 
_ persons whose names were registered as:such, and that the registration — 
books of voters were evidence prima. facie of ei such voters were, and _ 


_ the number of them. Southerland v. Goldsboro, 96 N. C., 49; Duke v. - 


— Brown, ibid., 197; McDowell v. The Construction Company, ibid., 5 514; 
Smith v. “Walmingtons 98 N. C., 343. 


It was the duty of the commissioners, in ascertaining the result of the — : 


election, to have reference to such registration books for the purpose of 
ascertaining the whole number of registered voters, but it was likewise 
_ their duty to scrutinize those books and ascertain what number of per- | 
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sons whose names were registered as voters had, for any pane, ceased to 
be such. Duke v. Brown, supra. ! 

How such scrutiny of the registration books shall be made is not pre- 
scribed by any statute. In the absence of any prescribed method it must 
be summary—in some way intelligible. The commissioners in determin- 
ing that a person, whose name is registered as a voter, had ceased to be 
‘such on or before the day of election, should act with care and caution 
and not upon mere conjecture. Beiie sworn officers, they might act 
‘upon their own knowledge; if witnesses are examined, they should be 
sworn; they are not confined to hearing only sridence that would be 
: strictly competent on the trial of an issue before a jury, but the evidence ~ 
3 should be pertinent, and such as satisfies them of the existence of the 
fact as they find it to be. While such scrutiny of the registration 
_ (849) books should be just and as thorough as practicable, as to every 

voter named in them who is ascertained not to be such in fact, 
less strictness as to the proof of facts is allowable, because of the imper- 
fect summary method of procedure, the expedition that must be observed, 
and because the ascertainment of the facts is only evidence prima facie — 
_ of what they really are, including the result of the election. The result 
of the election, as determined, may be questioned by action, as the plain- 
tiff seeks to do in this case. The commissioners should carefully note 
and file with the returns and papers of the election a list of the names 
of such persons as they determine are not qualified voters, so that fair 
opportunity may be afforded to contest the declared result of the elec- 
tion. 

It is alleged i in the comptaint, in piers terms, that a majority of the 
qualified voters did not vote “For School” at the election in question, 
and that the defendants commissioners improperly declared that one | 
hundred and eighty voters, whose names appeared on the registration | 


books, were not such, and did not count them in ascertaining the whole — 


- number of the qualified voters of the town. The defendants likewise 
allege in the answer that they, by mistake, counted as voters fifteen per- 
sons whose names appeared on the registration books, who, as it now 
appears, were not such. These allegations, in a case like this, are too | 
_ general and indefinite. The plaintiff should have alleged specifically 
and particularly the ground of complaint against the validity or suffi- 
ciency of the election; if he intended to allege that qualified voters were - 
denied the right to vote, he should have named them and the number of 
them; if the ground of complaint was that the registration books were 
not auened for the registration of voters next before the election, this 
~ should have been alleged particularly ; if he intended to allege that 
qualified voters were not properly counted in a connection and for a 
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. ‘purpose, as they should fae been, ae oe of stich voters Pri aa f 

their names should have been specified ; and so, also, the defend- (350) 
ants should have alleged particularly the names and-number of . - 
~ the: persons who were and ought not to have been counted as voters. Such » 
‘precision in the pleadings in this, and like’ respects, should be observed — 
In order to give the opposing party reasonable notice, to give greater 
‘point to and facilitate the trial, and avoid confusion as to the evidence. 


The court might ex mero motu, or upon application, direct the Rapes ae = 


to be made.thus precise, Ex parte Dougherty, 6 Ired., 155. a 
The pleadings in this case raised directly the Ere issue: “Did: a 


- majority of the qualified. voters of the town of Durham vote For a 
_ School? ” and, strictly, this issue. should have been submitted. It seems, a 


however, to have been. assumed, in-view of the constituent and evidential — 


facts alleged, that the issue submitted was sufficient to determine the. => ; 


~. material matter of i inquiry, . cand. perhaps it was. ‘The other issues ten- 


dered by the plaintiff were immaterial. If the irregularities suggested 7 ae | 
by them did in fact exist, they could not render void and defeat the elec- 


tion. The question to be settled’ by this action was not, whether the 


. commissioners proceeded regularly and properly to ascertain the result _ : | 


of the election, but what: was the true result—did a. majority of the 


qualified voters of the town of Durham vote “For School 2” This was a : 
the material inquiry to be considered and determined de novo by the ioe 


-eourt, and finally. < 


The report of the commissioners nat their action in aoaaiatne the oe 
‘eoult of the election, was. only.evidence on the trial in this action, and. 
sufficient to prove, prima facie, that the result of the election was what. - 


and as they declared it to be. They could not, by their irregular action, — 


whether done by inadvertence. or on purpose, destroy ‘the election or = ie 
_ change, conclusively, the just result of it. They had authority to ascer- a 


tain regularly and truly the result—their action, though irregu- 


lar, was prima facie correct, and stood effectual, unless the result, (351) .* 


as ascertained by them, should be questioned by action, in which _ : 
- “ease it was for the court to. determine the result. This does not imply 
that there may not be irregularities i in the conduct of an election that _ 


- would render it void, nor that the report of the commissioners of their~ a 
action might not, in possible cases, be sO pune as ner to be evidence a 


for any purpose. | 
Qn the trial, the evidence of the witnesses tended bare to prove such 

irregularities as are suggested by the i issues just adverted to, tendered by - 
the plaintiffs in addition to the first one submitted. The court properly = 
_ suggested that all this evidence. -was irrelevant, because it did not tend is 
to prove what was the result, of the election i in question: -_ 
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Thi is alleged 3 in the complaint that the defendant | commissioners ascer- 
feted declared’ and certified the result of the election. The court 


ce - might, therefore, on the trial, accept the fact as true, and the result as 
~ ascertained by the commissioners as prima facie correct, and. it panies ‘ 


F, have instructed the jury that the fact so appeared. | 
The result ofthe election, as ascertained by the commissioners, thus 
appearing, the burden was on the plaintiff to prove, by competent evi- 


3 i dence, that a majority of the qualified voters of the town did not vote _ 
“Fer School.” . The only evidence produced by him for that purpose was _ 


” the registration books of voters. These, as we have seen, were evidence, . 


prima. facie, of the number-.of the qualified voters in the town of Dur- — 
ham, on the day of the election, and they, taken in connection with the 


~ report of the commissioners, upon their face showed. that a majority of 
_. the qualified voters did not vote “For School.” | 
. The plaintiff therefore contended that these books were ‘evidence, au . 


miffictent evidence to disprove. the result of the election appearing prima 
facie from the result thereof as certified by the commissioners. The 
a court thought and suggested otherwise; and we think correctly | 
me (352) because, the ascertainment of the number of qualified voters in 


the town by the commissioners’ was authorized and official, and 


-_... based upon the registration books corrected and purged for the purpose 
~ by the commissioners of the names of such. persons as had on the day” 
of the election ceased, for some cause, to -be qualified voters. . 
Tt was the ‘official duty of the commissioners to thus ascertain the 


whole number of the qualified-voters in the town, and hence, their certifi- : 


cate as to the number was better and higher evidence prima facie in that 
respect than the registration books. 


~The latter were corrected by the commiissioners, and such correction 


| 3 . was ‘presumed to be correct; and the registration books alone were not . 
: evidence sufficient to rebut or destroy that presumption... 


There is therefore no error, = the judgment must be 
_ Affirmed. : - 3 7 


eitede ‘Gatling v. Boone, 101 N. C., 66; one v. benim : 


. ibid., 414; 8. v. Cooper, ibid., 688; Hampton v. Waldrop, 104 N. ©, 
454; Boyer v. Teague, 106 N. ©., 618; Jones v. Commissioners, | 107 


N.C. 251; RR. v. C smuniissionars; 109 N. C., 162; Young v. Hender- 


ey {99 -N. C., 494; Pace v. Raleigh, 140.N. C., 70: Hill v. Skinner, 


: 169 N. C., 410; Westies Highway Commission, 176 N. C., 391; Ham- 
- mond v. McRae 182 N. C,, 752. ees 7 
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8. ‘A. THRDADGILL ET AL, V. THE BOARD OF COMMISSIONERS. 
: a ANSON COUNTY. . 7 


C ountios—Mu uneipal C onpora tions—T orts—Nui UASANC co—P lea ain am g- 


: 1. Counties are not liable for torts: imless such liability i is imposed by statute. . 


2. The authorities of municipal | corporations must provide the. means: and. 
employ the agencies to perform the duties imposed upon them, and for 
neglect to do so may be liable in damages; but. gee are not. b required. to 
perform such duties by their own labor. a4 : 


8. In an action against the board of commissioners of a one #60 injuries . 
resulting from the erection and permission of a nuisance, the complaint . 
' containing no allegation that the commissioners had failed to use the 
means at their disposal to aa the nuisance ; H eld, that. ihe plaintif. : 
oo not. recover. a | | | ; 


‘Tus is a civil action, ie was: wed | before Clark, J, at] ¢ May (958 
Term, 1887, of Anson Superior Court. 7 
The plaintifis, on 1 October, 1883, instituted the oe action sean 
the board of commissioners of Anson County to recover damagés for the 
erection and maintenance of an alleged nuisance, on the courthouse 
square, and to have the same abated, and state their cause of action 
thus: | 

1, That the jefendante: are a body: nolitie ae corpor state, with | power 
to sue and be sued, implead and be ee Sapronely so declared 
, by law. | ) 

2. That the defendants hehe this action was Gommneaned, and at the 
time it was commenced, had kept and allowed upon a lot in the town. of 
Wadesboro, known and designated as the courthouse and jail lots, sub- 
ject to and under control of. defendants, bounded, ete. . . . a public 
privy, which was before and at the time of the commencement of this 
action, and since the cause was commenced, used by the public, as well 
those living i in the town of Wadesboro, as s those who came 2 into the Mya 
but are not residents therein. | 
_ 3. That the plaintiffs are the owners : of the following lands, lots aa 
- tenements in said town, to wit: The square adjacent to the fourthouse 


. and jail lots, immediately north. of said lots, bounded, ete., and live in ~ 


one of the houses situate, standing and being on this an lot: that the 

_. privy, hereinbefore desiguated: and complained of, is about fifty yards 
from the dwelling-house occupied by the plaintiffs, — 

4, That by reason of the erection and location of said’ privy and the 


condition, in which the same has ‘been kept, and allowed to remain — . 


: oo a long time perore this action was ‘commenced, and at the time it 
eer | 287 | | | 
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(354) ‘was commenced, and by reason of the noisome smells arising 
_ therefrom, and by the escape of filthy matter therefrom and the 
' _ deposit of- human excrement therein, and the accumulation of the same — 


"therein and thereat, the plaintiffs have been for a long time before this 


| . . action was commenced, and were at the time the same was commenced, 
-.- annoyed.‘in: the proper enjoyment of their property, injured in their 
health. and: prejudiced and hurt in their rights, and damaged in their 


- persons, and have been partioulagly and Sa aaa) damaged - by the 
i matter —— a ee | 


: 6. "That i réason 1 of ‘the ait | privy. a ene siclig: ere the 
~ excrement therein and thereat accumulated and remaining there, these 
plaintiffs have all suffered in their health, and the family of the said 
. Stephen H.. Threadgill has sickened, suffered, been hurt and. damaged, 
and all of said plaintiffs have oo been. specially damaged § in — 
“person and property... | | 
7. That the value of thee id oe outeide of that ceaniea by 
the plaintiffs as their residence, has. been injured in its rental value by 
reason of said privy and its surroundings and condition aforesaid. 
8. That the plaintiffs, oftentimes before bringing this action, de- 
manded of the defendant’ the abatement of the nuisance aforesaid, but 
the same was not done. Wherefore plaintiffs demand that the nuisance 
and privy be abated; that they have and recover damages from the 
wrong and injury aad loss done to them, to wit: one thousand dollars; 
that the defendants be enjoined against maintaining, keeping or allow- 
ing said privy and nuisance on their said property; and for such other 
. and further relief as is meet and proper, and for costs of this action. — 
~The commissioners answer and say that the privy complained of is 
| ‘neoossary for the public, and has been enclosed and used at its present 
location since the year J 1858 by the county officials and others, and — 
( 355) that upon information and belief, the filthy deposits have. been 
-yemoved from time to time, and the place kept in a good and. 


as Si cleanly condition, and that they have appropriated and paid out moneys 


8s required to keep the place cleanly and in proper state, etc. When the 
cause came on to be tried upon issues, the defendants moved to dismiss — 


the action because no cause of action against the defendants was set out — 


in the complaint. The court being: of this opinion, adjudged that said © 
action be dismissed, and. that the defendants recover the costs of action, | 
-_ from which Plaintiff appealed. 7 | — 


AS 4. | Lockhart for plaintiffs. | 
W. L. Parsons for defendants. | 
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Surry, C. J., atiet. stating he case : The complaint imputes to se 7 
board of county. commissioners, charged not as individuals in office but 
as a corporation representing the county, dereliction in public duty in | 


. permitting the privy to remain in a filthy and offensive condition to the 


-hurt and annoyance of the plaintiffs and other near residents. It 
assumes the obligation. to keep it in a cleanly manner to rest upon the 
board by virtue. of vesting of the title to the premises in the board as a 
trustee for the-public. The Code, see. 707; subsecs. 5, 7, 8. 
_. But the duty in. reference to the public property is defined in sub- 
section 5, which authorizes it “to make sueh orders respecting the cor- 
porate property of the county as may be deemed expedient, ” and this 
7 requires the employment of such agents and the raising and appropriat- | 
ing such moneys as may be sufficient to keep the public buildings in. 
: repair, and. to maintain them in such condition as to prevent any ~ 
noxious and offensive exhalations to proceed _ from any of them put to. 
the private use of the people. A privy is not only a convenience but a 
necessity, and the only fault attributable to. any one is in suffer- 
- ing an accumulation of night-soil, until, for want of cleansing, the (356) 
emanating effluvia becomes a nuisance to the public. It is no- — 
where charged that the board has failed to use the means at their dis- 
“posal: to prevent such consequences, and this is the measure and extent 


_ of official responsibility. 


_. In 8. vw. Fishblate, 83 N. C., 654, the mayor and aldermen a Wil- 
mington were charged with the negleet of official duty in permitting — 
. obstructions in some of the streets, and the streets themselves to become 


ruinous and in decay, and, on motion, the indictment was quashed for 


failing to point out the particular duty enjoined and neglected and in 


what manner. imposed, following the rulings in the antecedent cases” 
therein recited. The same principle 1 is again asserted in language quite 


- as strong and explicit by Me errumon, J, speaking for the Court in’ 8. Osc 
» Hall, 97 N. C., 474. | | 
In the excellent work of J vidge Dillon on aise Ciseion 


7 § sec. 963, the author says: “According to the prevailing rule, counties are 
- under no liabilities for torts. except as imposed (expressly or by neces- 
sary implication) by statute”; and in a note where numerous references 


are made to adjudged. cases, he adds: “A county is not liable for a 


-. “nuisance to a citizen in the. erection of a jail in the immediate vicinity 


: of his residence, nor for suffering it to become so. filthy and disorderly — 


ag to be a nuisance to him and his family.” The doctrine is, that while — 


these corporate agencies must provide the means and employ the men to . 
perform such. duties, they are not personally and. by their own labor to 


| _ perform such menial’ services, and. the default to. make them liable must 


be in neglecting to exercise their authority 3 in ee use > of labor and money | 
| a eo oe 28900 ) | 
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— for that purpose, <a so must it be Ciaeels to alee a cause of action 
against them. The court, therefore, properly . arrested the proceedings 
when attention was cared to the infirmities in the complaint and dis- 


missed. the action. 
Affirmed. 


Cited Moffitt v. Ashedile 103 N. C., 2583 co VW ead pleat 
N.C, 817; Bell v. Commissioners, OTN. C., 91; ; Moody #. State Prison, 
128 Nu. C., 16; Hull v. Roxboro, 142 N. io. 460; Tenkins v. Griffith, 
189 N. C., “634; Mabe v. Witston-Salem, 190 N. C., 489. | 


(357) _ | | | 5 se St | 
DANIEL GATEWOOD er AL. V. C. M. BURNS ET AL. 


| Jurisdiction of Supreme Court in Issues of Vitae and 
| Surety—I ngunction—BSale Under Heecution. | 


as The Supreme Court hag. jurisdiction, in détons ounely equitable, ‘to review | 
the evidence and findings of facts in the court below, where the entire 
testimony, as it was offered and received on the trial, is. transmitted and 
can be considered upon thé appeal ; but it will not exercise this jurisdic- | 
tion upon a fragmentary or summary statement of the evidence. . 


; in the application of this jurisdiction the Supreme Court - may in certain y 
cases direct further testimony to be taken, or direct an issue of fact to be 
_ framed and remanded for. trial by jury. ; 


2 ae 


3. All defendants in judgments for the payment of money are, as ‘to tiie judg- | 
_- ment creditor, principal. debtors, and the creditor may proceed: to enforce 7 


his judgment by execution against one or all, unless the verdict or judg-. = 


ment shows that the relation of surety existed, and this is endorsed upon ~ 
the execution. In that event the officer must first Drorerd oe the | 
principal as directed by The Code, secs, 2100 and 2101. . 


4, Where it: was alleged by. one seeking an injunction agate execution. in. is 

- which he represented that he was only surety (but that fact did not ap- 
pear in the judgment), that a contest was pending between the judgment 
creditors and the principal debtor as to the allotment of the latter’s home-. 


stead: Held, that this was not sufficient to authorize the court to grant an 


injunction to restrain the enforcement. of the execution against the surety. 


j 8. An injunction will not be granted to stay an execution regularly issued upon 


a judgment, because the judgment ereditor: threatens, or has. had it levied 
upon, property not subject to execution,. or upon: real. property belonging to’ 


another. A sale under such circumstances would not pass title, and the | 


true owner of the land would not Enereny be ee. to oteperabls injury. 


N.C] ~~. FEBRUARY TERM, 1888. 


‘GaATEWOoD v. BURNS. © 


Tus was a motion for an injunction, made in an action pending in 
Anson County, heard. and granted by Clairk, J., at Chambers, in Tum- | 
berton, on 27 May, 1887.. 7 | 

_ The defendant Burns alone rie : 
_ The facts necessary to an understanding of the nos decided (358) 
are stated in the Vee | 


R. H. Batile for Lm 
J. A. Lockhart for defendants. — 


Merron, J. This was a motion of the plaintiffs for an injunction | 


—. to restrain the defendants’ judgment creditors from selling lands of the 


plaintiffs under executions in their favor respectively, in the hands of 
the sheriff, until alleged equities could be adjusted and settled by a 
proper decree of the court in this action, ete. 

The motion was heard at Chambers, upon the sworn semicieat er 7 
answers used as affidavits, other affidavits, and other evidence taken 
orally by the court, the substance only of which is sent to this Court. 

The defendant Baek only opposed the granting of the injunction 
which was issued, and he alone having peal elie to this Court, 
from the order in that respect. | . 

In matters purely equitable 1 in their nature, sid as raippiiawiioas for 
injunctions and receivers, in the course of the. action coming to this 
Court by appeal, it has jurisdiction to review the evidence and the find- 
ings of fact by the court below, and to reverse or modify such findings in 
whole or in part, when the same evidence, just as taken and heard 
below, is sent to this Court. To that end, not simply the substance or a 
summary of the evidence, or parts of it, must be sent, but the whole of _ 
it, Just as so taken and heard, so that this Court can have precisely the | 
‘like opportunity and facility in reviewing, giving weight’ and applica- 
tion to the evidence in finding the facts that the court below had. Other- 
wise, this would ‘not simply be a reviewing Court, but one, to some 


me extent at least, exercising in such appeals original and independent juris- 
diction as to the evidence and facts of cases purely equitable in- 


_ their nature, which, as to such. appeals, is not allowed by any (359) 
statutory provision or regulation. 
Generally. and. ordinarily this Court acts upon ‘the matters and. ques- 
tions embraced by the appeal just as they properly come to it in the 
course of procedure. In possible cases it might, as allowed by the 
statute (The Code, sec. 965), allow or direct further testimony to be 
taken, or, in the exercise of its authority in matters purely equitable, 
. ee issues of fact to be tried by a jury, or remand the case for the 
same and like punporess but it would not ordinarily do. 60. , 
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This Court is almost exclusively a Court of errors, having, except in 


- gne or two respects only, appellate jurisdiction. Worthy v. Shields, 90 


ON. C., 192; Coats v. Wilkes, 92 N.C, ate Pn D. Ramsay, 9 | 98 
Nes "410. 
In the case bekotert us thes court, in part, heard eau of witnesves 
taken orally, and this is sent up “ substantially” as heard. This is not 
sufficient. For the reason stated above, we cannot review the evidence 
and the findings of fact. The appellant might have insisted in apt time 
that the whole of the evidence should be reduced to writing, just as the 
witnesses gave it, but as he did not, we must determine upon the facts as 
found by the court below, whether or not the injunetion was properly 
granted. — | ne 
The principal aud leading al ot the motion of the rine . 
Daniel Gatewood, for the injunction: granted was, that the defendant. 
Burns had obtained divers judgments for money against one Robinson _ 
and himself, he being, as he alleged, only surety in the judgments and the — 
promissory notes on which these were founded; and the sheriff, who had 
in his hands executions issued upon these judgments, was about to sell 
his property—land—to satisfy them, before exhausting, by sale, the. 
property of the principal 1 in the judgments, as it was contended he ought 
to have done. — : | 
It did not appear from ine se aenter or es executions that the plain- 
tiff was such surety. As it did not, he was, as to the- appellant, 
(360) a principal debtor, and so to be eated! The sheriff was not, 
therefore, bound to sell the property of Robinson first, nor was 
the appellant bound to direct him to do so. As to the appellant, the 


. judgment debtors were both principals, and he might, through the 


sheriff charged with proper executions, collect his debt from both or 
either of them, in his discretion. It is well settled that all defendants, — 


charged by the judgment without distinction, are equally principal = 


- debtors, and in legal effect are one debtor as to the judgment creditor. 
In Bason. ». Petway, 1 Dev. & Bat., 44, it is said “no difference in the 
order of their liability is recognized at ie in respect to any proceedings | 
upon process on the judgment.” (Hx parte King & Morrison, 2 Dev., _ 
341; Buford v. Alston, 4 ibid., 851). The relation between principal 
a surety creates rights and duties among the defendants, as between | 
themselves, but it does not affect third persons: The sheriff may levy 
the debt from either defendant, or in such proportions as he chooses.” _ 
The cases of Shaw vo. M sPaclane: 1 Ired., 216; Davis v. Sanderlin, 
I Ired., 389; Stewart v. Ray, 4 Tred., 269; Shuford v. ne 13 Ired., © 
463, are all to the same e etfoct. nS 
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If the appellee was surety, as he alleges, he might, as allowed by the 
statute (The Code, sec. 2140), have shown by proper evidence on the 
trial in the actions in which the judgments were obtained by the ap- 
pellant, that he was such surety, and the jury in their verdict, or the 
' Justice of the peace in his judgment, would. have distinguished him as 
surety, and the executions would have been issued with a proper endorse- 
ment to that effect, ahd in that case the sheriff would have levied the 
sum required to be collected first out of the property of the principal, if 
he had sufficient for that purpose. 

- But, so far as appears, it was not even suggested at the proper time 
that he was surety. Indeed, the facts show that he was not, as to the 
appellant; that he induced the latter to lend the money, which was the 
consideration of the notes to Robinson, and became on purpose, © 

by the express terms of the notes, a principal debtor therein. As (361) 
to Robinson he was surety, but by express stipulations he was ° 
principal with him in the notes as made to the appellant. As he failed 
to take advantage of the statutory provision just mentioned, nothing | 
appears that in law or equity ought to prevent the appellant from col- 
lecting his debts by execution from the appellee, although he may have 
been surety. He agreed to pay the debt in that case if his principal did 
not, and the creditor had the right to collect his debt from the surety, if 
he saw fit to do so. It was the duty of the latter to have paid the debt, 
without compulsion, as soon as it became due, and if he had done so, he 
would at once have been entitled to his remedy against his principal. . 
_ Neither by the terms nor the spirit of the contract of debt did the | 
creditor agree to go against and collect his debt from the principal first, 
if he could, and nothing has supervened since the maturity of the debts, | 
or the granting of the judgments, so far as appears, that raises an equity 
in favor of the appellee to compel the appellant to do so. 

It is alleged that there are numerous judgments against the said 
Robinson and this plaintiff, and the homestead of the former in certain 
_ of his lands was laid off to him, and one creditor contested the allotment 

thereof as excessive, and the contest in that respect is not determined. 
It is insisted that the plaintiff has the right in his own interest, and that 
of other creditors, to delay the sale of his property until that contest 
shall be ended, so that Robinson’s property may be sold free from cloud, 
and for a better price, ete. This raises no equity in favor of the plain- 
tiff. As we have seen, it was his duty to pay the appellant’s debt, and 
he should take the burden of his remedy against his principal. The 
case of Albright v. Albright, 88 N. C., 238, cited for the plaintiff, has, 
in our judgment, no application here. i. that case there were con- 
ploking rights and liens of his judgment creditors, that it was neces- 
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(362) sary to settle in order to enable him to have his homestead, and 
the court interposed its equitable authority to that end. Here 
there is no such conflict of right or lien. The rights of the creditors are 
distinct and clearly stated, and there is nothing that requires the inter- 
vention of the Court of Equity, at the instance of the plaintiff, to delay . 
the enforcement of the rights of the appellant. 
The plaintiff, Thomas May, alleges that he purchased a tract of land 
from his co-plaintiff, Daniel Gatewood, in 1882, and paid for the same 
before the liens of the judgments of the appellant attached to the lands 
of Gatewood, but he did not obtain a proper deed for the same until the 
first of January, 1885, after such liens so attached, and he insists that 
the liens of these judgments did not attach to the land so purchased by | 
him, and he asks the court to so declare and adjudge, and to enjoin the 
appellant against selling the same. It is very obvious that the plaintiffs 
in the action, who are the appellees, allege what they deem causes of 
action, which, if sufficient as such, are distinct in the nature, and cannot 
be united in the same action, but passing this objection by, the plaintiff 
May alleges no cause of action at all; He alleges, in substance, that he is 
in possession of his land, and has a good title for it, but he apprehends 
that the appellant may attempt to sell it. He asks the court, before his | 
right is invaded, to adjudge that his title is good, and to restrain the 
appellant by injunction from interfering with it. 

It is not the province of the court to thus interpose its authority to 
prevent the sale of the land. If the plaintiff has title to it, a sale, or 
attempted sale of it, under the appellant’s execution, would pass no title. 
If, on the other hand, he has no title, and the land belongs to the de- 

-fendant in the execution, then the creditor would have the right to 
(363) sell it, if need be, to pay his debt. Bristoll v. Hallyburton, 93 
N. C., 384. 

We think the plaintiffs showed no right to have their motion for the 
injunction granted as to the appellant. The order granting the injunc-' 
tion as to him must be reversed. To that end let this opinion be certified 
to the Superior Court. 

Error. 


Cited: Roberts v. Lewald, 107 N. C., 309; Bostic v. vee 116 
N. C., 769; Refining Co. v. McKernan, 178 N. ron 84, 
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DANIEL GATEWOOD et AL. vy. JAMES A. LEAK, JR., ET AL. 
Counterclaam—N onsuit—J urisdiction. 


1. Where, in term time, one of the plaintiffs in the action moved to be allowed 
to withdraw from the suit, and this motion was, by consent, continued to _ 
be heard with others pending in the cause at a day out of term when it 
was allowed: Held, not to be error. 


2. Plaintiffs may submit to a nonsuit at any time before verdict, unless in 
actions of an equitable nature the adverse party shall have acquired some » 
right which he is entitled to have determined. 


3. If the defendant has pleaded a counterclaim, while the plaintiff may be per- 
mitted to suffer a nonsuit as to his cause of action, the defendant will, 
nevertheless, be entitled to prosecute his counterclaim. 


Tuis was a civil action, heard before Clark, J., on a motion by the 
plaintiff for restraining order and injunction. The cause was return- 
able to the May Term, 1887, of Awson Superior Court. 

On the motion of the plaintiffs without notice, a restraining order was 
issued by Judge Clark on 2 April, 1887, with notice to the defendants 
to show cause, at Carthage, on Friday, 22 April, 1887, why the 
injunction prayed for in the complaint should not be granted. (364) 

The May Term of Anson Superior Court convened on Monday, 
the 2d day of May. Before the time for the hearing at Carthage, the 
counsel for the plaintiffs and the defendant entered into an agreement 
for the adjournment of said hearing to Wadesboro, in Anson County, . 
on 2 May, 1887. 

On the said 2d day of May the matter was called informally to the 
attention of the court, but, by consent of counsel, the case was not taken 
up for hearing or consideration until Friday evening, the 6th of May, 
having been informally passed over until that time under the former 
agreement made as aforesaid. 

At that time the motion for the injunction was taken up by the court 
and the plaintiff, Samuel Gatewood, moved for a nonsuit. The court 
heard all of the parties and announced that he would take the case under 
consideration, and at Lumberton. On 27 May, 1887, the court granted 
the injunction and allowed Samuel Gatewood’s motion for a nonsuit. 

At the time of the hearing on the 6th of May, the defendants had filed 
answers, which was done on the 2d day of May.. | | 

From the part of the judgment of the court allowing Samuel Gate- 
_ wood’s motion for a nonsyit, the defendants, except C. M. Burns, ap- 
- pealed. 
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ee ae 2 & Battle and Jas. A. Lockhart for plaintiffs. 
W. L. Parsons for defendants. 


Merrrimon, J. The appellant contended first, that the court had no 
authority to hear and determine the motion for nonsuit out of term 
time. And certainly it could not do so unless by consent of parties, but 
it is well settled that with such consent it could. Bynum v. Powe, 97 

N. C., 874, and the cases there cited. 

(365) We think it sufficiently appears from the record that the ap- 
| pellant gave such consent. The motions for an injunction and 
nonsuit were argued in term, and the court, just at the end of the term, 
signified its purpose to take time to consider them, as was common 
practice, and the appellant then made no objection. Afterwards, at 
Chambers, and out of term, it seems from the recital in the judgment, 
the motions were again argued, and by counsel for the appellant with- 
out objection. At all events, it does not appear that objection was made 
on the account mentioned until it was made in this Court. The fair 
inference, therefore is, that the appellant consented that the court might 
determine the motion out of term. If he did not intend to do so, he 
should have so said to the court in apt time. His very intelligent counsel 
knew the course of practice in such matters, and, no doubt, would have 
made objection if there had been any purpose or desire to do so. More- 
over, it is not probable that the learned judge would have heard the 
motion without proper consent. By implication, at least, consent was 
given, and it was too late after judgment to raise such objection. Coates 
a. Wilkes, 94 N.C., 174; Anthony v. Estes, post, 598. 
The cause of action alleged in the complaint is wholly equitable in its 
nature, and there is no reason why, in such a case, one of several parties 
plaintiff in a proper case shall not abandon, or ask the court to dismiss 
the action as to himself, and thus pass entirely out of it, and substan- 
tially and in effect, under the prevailing method of civil procedure 
become nonsuct, unless some other party to the action shall have 
acquired some right or advantage, or a defendant shall have pleaded a 
counterclaim affecting adversely the party seeking to retire, that the 
party or defendant objecting is entitled to have settled and determined 

in the action. The party thus retiring from the action in such a 
(366) case does not strictly take a nonsutt, but the court, at his Instance, 
| allows him to abandon, depart, or withdraw fia it, giving judg- 
ment against him for proper costs. Lafoon’v. Shearin 95 N. C., 391; © 
Bynum v. Powe, supra. 

At the time the appellee, “Samuel Gatewood, moved for a nonsuit,” 
the defendants had simply filed their answers, and no one of them 
pleaded a counterclaim. No order or judgment, interlocutory. or other- 
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wise, had been entered. As to the appellees they insisted that a tract of 
land mentioned in the complaint and claimed by him, and for which he 
had a deed of conveyance from his co-plaintiff, Gatewood, was subject. 
to be sold to satisfy their debts, or some of them, but they acquired no 
right as against him by virtue of anything done in the action. 

As no counterclaim had been pleaded affecting the appellants, and no 
decree or decretal order had been made whereby the appellees, or one or 
more of them, had acquired rights in the action as against him, he was 
-at liberty to dismiss or abandon the action, as the court allowed him to 
do. See the cases above cited. Watt v. Crawford, 11 Paige, a0 Dar. 
Ch. Pr., 930. There is — 

No Sor. 


Cited: Godwin v. Monds, 101 N. C., 356; Skinner v. Terry, 107 N. C., 
109; Pass v. Pass, 109 N. C., 486; Parker v. McPhail, 112 N. C., 504; 
Henry v. Hilliard, 120 N. C.,-484; Boyle v. Stalluongs, 140 N. C., 527; 
R. RB. v. R. R., 148 N. C., 70; Webster v. Williams, 153 N. C., 311; 
Campbell v. .Power Co., 166 N. C., 490; Haddock v. Stocks, 167 
N. C., 74. | 


(367) 


T. E. LATHAM y. J. O. WILCOX ann JAMES LATHAM, ADMINISTRATORS OF 
we LATHAM. 


Guardian and Ward—I nterest—Emdence. 


1. Where it appeared that L. had qiislided as guardian of his infant son 
before a deputy clerk, and had executed and filed a bond, without security, 
but there was no record made of the appointment, and it further appeared 
that he had acted as guardian: Held, that neither he nor his personal 
representatives would be permet to say that no such appointment had 

been made. 


2. In a settlement of a guardian’s accounts ‘he should be charged with com- 
pound interest on all moneys collected, or which he might have collected 
for his ward. : 


3. Where the ward was also one of the heirs and distributees of the guardian, 
and it appeared that he was entitled to receive a considerable sum as such, 
in the absence of any evidence to the contrary, it will be presumed that 

any sums paid him by the personal representatives of the guardian were 
on account of bis distributive share—particularly where the answer of the 
personal representatives in an action for a settlement of the epermenenw | 
denied the fact of the guardianship. 
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—Crvin action, tried before Boykin, J., at Fall Term, 1887, of the — 
Superior Court of AsHE County. 

The complaint alleges in substance : 

1. That in 1882 William Latham died intestate and the defendants 
_ were duly appointed his administrators. 

9. That in 1864 Caroline Latham, mother of the pee died intes- 
tate, leaving the plaintiff her only heir at law. 

3. That in 1876 William Latham, the intestate of the defendants, | 
qualified as guardian of plaintiif. 

4. That in 1874 said guardian took into his possession one horse of — 
the value of $130. 

5. That in 1873 the plaintiff acquired by descent from his grand- 

father, Alfred Sutherland, a tract of land of the rental value of 
(368) $60 per annum, which his guardian, William Latham, took into 
his possession. 

6. That in 1876 the said guardian received other property in land 
and money, or its equivalent, belonging to the plaintiff, derived from 
the estate of his grandfather, Alfred Sutherland. 

7. That the said guardian in his lifetime never accounted to the plain- 
tiff for any of said property, and that the defendant administrators are 
liable to him therefor. | 

He demands judgment for the amounts alleged to be due from the 
estate of the deceased guardian. 

The answer admits the first allegation and denies all the others; and 
. for further answer it is alleged that the defendants have fully paid off 
and discharged all claims and demands which the plaintiff held. or now 
holds against their intestate; and by way of counterclaim they allege 
that the plaintiff is indebted to them as administrators in the sum of 
$500 for money advanced to him out of the estate, “and for money and 
effects of said estate seized and appropriated by plaintiff to his own use,” 
for which they demand judgment. | 

At Spring Term, 1887, of the Superior Court, MacRae, J., made the © 
following order: 

“1, The above entitled cause is referred to J. W. Todd, Esq., to ascer- 

tain and report what sum of money, property or effects have come to the 
hands of the intestate, William Latham, if any, and the date at which 
' the same was received of him. 
_ 2, The referee will also inquire and report whether the said William 
Latham qualified as the statutory guardian of plaintiff, or whether he 
only took possession of said property, if any, as parent and guardian by 
nature, and in this connection he will report the age of plaintiff at the 
time the said property came into the hands of the said William. 
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‘ 


8. He will also report what sane have been ‘aide, if any, by 
defendants upon said demand. | 

4, And to prevent the necessity of taking an account of the 
estate of the said William, which has come to the hands of the (369) 
defendants, it is admitted that they have in their hands assets 
sufficient to satisfy said demand. Said. nerener will report the facts, 
and also his conclusions of law.” 

At the following term, 188...., the sales made the following report:. 

William Latham, the father of plaintiff, married Caroline Sutherland 
in the year 1861, and plaintiff, the only issue of that me was born 
5 March, 1862. 

Caroline Latham, plainti#’s mother, died in 1863. 

In 1871 Alfred Sutherland gave to the plaintiff a three-year-old colt, 
and soon thereafter died. | 

In 1875 William Latham sold the colt for a gold watch and fifty 
dollars, rating the watch at ninety dollars, and never collected the fifty 
- dollars and gave the watch to the plaintiff. In the spring of 1876 Wil- 
ham Latham received a tract of land valued at eight hundred and fifty 
dollars, from the estate of the said Alfred Sutherland, belonging to the 
plaintiff, and kept it up to the time of his death, which occurred on 29 
September, 1882. 

William Latham, on 19 June, 1876, qualified as statutory guardian 
of the plaintiff, but no security on his bond was given, and no letters of 
guardianship issued to him; he qualified before the deputy clerk of the 
Superior Court, and gave the bond to him, but no record of his appoint- 
ment was made other than the filing of the bond. 

The annual rental value of the land was sixty dollars. | 

- There went into the hands of William Latham, on 12 February, 1877, 
six hundred and fifty dollars in notes on D. T. Sutherland and J. H. 
Hardin; they were given to the said William as guardian of the plain-— 
tiff, which were funds arising from the estate of the said Alfred Suther- 
land and belonging to the plaintiff. 

The estate of William Latham is worth thirty thousand dollars; 
_ he left a widow (of second marriage) and three children by her, (370) 
all of whom are living. On 9 June, 1883, defendant paid to 
plaintiff two hundred dollars, and gave receipt for the same, and on 
13 July, 1883, they paid to hin sixty-five dollars, and he gave to them 
his receipt for the same, and on 13 August, 1883, they paid an order 
from plaintiff to Zachariah Johnson, twenty dollars. On 13 March, 
1884, defendant paid plaintiff forty-one dollars and forty-five cents; on 
25 April, 1887, defendants paid plaintiff one hundred and fifty dollars; 
on 23 June, 1883, defendants paid to N. G. Wagner, for plaintiff, and. 
by plaintiff’s direction, the sum of one thousand and forty-four dollars 
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and seventy-five cents, and plaintiff owed is same and was of full age 
when plaintiff paid the same and when they were last directed to pay it. 

Plaintiff arrived at full age 5 March, 1883. 

Since the death of William Latham the plaintiff has, by a decree of 
court, obtained title and possession of the said tract of land, and has sold 
the same for twelve hundred and fifty dollars. 

The defendants collected the note given by D. T. Sutherland for three 
hundred and fifty dollars, with simple interest only, on 25 June, 1883. 

From the foregoing facts I conclude as matters of law: 

1. That defendants are liable to plaintiff for fifty dollars, tive differ- 
ence between the horse and watch, with compound interest thereon from 
19 June, 1876, until 5 March, 1883; that the watch was a payment pro 
tanto to plaintiff for the horse 

2. That defendants are liable to plaintiff for the rents of the said land 


at the rate of sixty dollars per year, the first payment being due 15 April, _ 


1877, with compound interest on the same till 5 March, 1883, the time 
when plaintiff became of full age. 

(871) 3. That defendants are liable to plaintiff for the sum of six 

| hundred and fifty dollars, the amount of the notes on D. T. 

Sutherland and J. H. Hardin, with compound interest from 12 Feb- 

ruary, 1877, until 3 March, 1883. | 

4. That all these sums Dear simple interest from 5 March, 1883, until 
or 

5. That only Exhibit “B” is a payment on this demand, to wit: one 
hundred and fifty dollars paid 25 April, 1887, long since this action was 
commenced. I am led to this last. conclusion by the pleadings and 
the testimony, it appearing from the answer that defendants denied — 
any liability of their intestate as a guardian, and denied that their 
intestate received any funds from the estate of Alfred Sutherland, and — 
I conclude they did not intend to apply any payment to a debt they 
denied. I conclude that the payments set forth in the receipts filed 
were intended to be paid to plaintiff as heir and next of kin of his father, 
William Latham. 

6. I conclude that defendants will be entitled to credit for all the 
other vouchers filed; and also for the sum paid Wagner in their settle- 
ment with plaintiff as next of kin of his father, William ane to wit, 
$1,044.75. 

To this report the defendant filed the following exceptions: | 

1. That said referee erred in finding as a fact that their intestate, 
William Latham, was statutory guardian of the plaintiff. 

2. That he erred in his conclusions of law that defendants are liable — 
to plaintiff for compound interest in oe several amounts mentioned in 
said report, as due to plaintiff. 
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3: That said Mees wre in estimating the three-year-old colt at 
one hundred and forty dollars; and charging defendants as dollars . 


thereon, which their intestate never received. | 
4, That the referee erred in not applying the receipts as ‘payments to 


the claim of plaintiff in this action, especially as no evidence was given. 


that the estate of William Latham was settled up, or what 


amount was due from said estate to the plaintiff, or how much of ( 372) 
said estate had already been received by the plaintiff, or what 


advancements had been made to plaintiff . out of said estate. 3 

5. That said referee erred in not ‘allowing $1,044. 1 5, paid by defend- 
ants for plaintiff to Wagner, as a credit on this claim, for the reasons 
above given, and for the further reason that plaintiff had refused to 
allow this indebtedness of his to be credited to defendants upon the 
estate. 
6, The referee setae in finding as a fact that the estate of William 
Latham is worth thirty thousand dollars. 

7. That the referee erred in not allowing: some compensation to de- 
fendants for the services of William Latham, as agent of plaintiff. | 

The action being heard upon the report and exceptions, the court ren- 
dered judgment, overruling all the exceptions except the seventh. 

The defendants excepted to the ruling of the court as to the first, 
second, fourth and fifth oe and from the Judgment rendered 
against them thereon, ee | 


E. R. Stamps for plaintiff’. | 
S.F.M ordecas for agents 


| aed J., ‘ater stating the case: The case 1s before us on nana from 
the rulings of his Honor on the first, second, fourth and fifth exceptions, 
and can be considered upon those exceptions alone. 

1. The first exception cannot be maintained. There was some evi- 
dence that William Latham had been appointed guardian to the plaintiff. 
Though there were no sureties to the bond given, there was evidence 
that he acted as guardian; he took notes as guardian, and he, if living, 
would not be heard to say that, because he had not complied with all the 
_ requirements of the law, he was therefore not accountable as 
- guardian for the property and fund received by him as guardian, (373) 
and being dead, his administrators cannot avail themselves of 
such'a defense for histestate. Having acted as guardian, he could not, 
if living, nor can his administrators say, that because the provisions of 
the laws were not complied with. he was not guardian. There was evi- 
dence and proper evidence to support the finding of the referee in the 
court below. Usry v. Suit, 91 N. C., 406; Barnes v. Lewis, 73 N. C., 
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138; Lemley v. oo: 65 N. C., 46; Sain v. Bailey, 90 N. ©., 566; 
: Humble v. Mebane, 89 N. C., 411; . Topping v. Windley, 99 N. C., 4, 

In these cases the Habilities of pee and of persons aoting as or 
dealing with guardians: are discussed, and fully sustaay the ruling in 


- this case. — 


2. The second exception is to ae charge of Sue interest. The 


ae notes received by the defendant’s intestate, as guardian, were properly 


charged with compound interest, and so with regard to the money with 
which he ought to have charged. himself for the rent of said lands which 
he used; but with regard to the price of the horse, it does not appear 
that. any money was collected. The referee finds that the fifty dollars 


‘ were not collected. He does not find whether it could have been collected 


or not, or under what circumstances the horse was sold, and the guardian - 
‘should only be charged with the unpaid portion of the price of the | 
horse with simple interest. With this modification the ruling upon we 
second exception is affirmed. : 

3. The fourth exception was to the secuaan to apy the sum “aid to 
_ the plaintiff (the receipts for which are referred to) to the credit of the 


defendants on the sums due from the estate of their intestate as guardian 


of the plaintiff. The plaintiff is a son of the deceased guardian and one 
. of his heirs and distributees. The estate is a large one, and by the find- 
ing of the referee and the court below, the items excepted to were paid 


to the plaintiff, not on the sum due to him from the intestate’s — 


(374) estate on the guardian account (for the defendants denied that 
their intestate was guardian,.or that he received for, or owed . 
to, the plaintiff anything on that account), but on what was due to 
him as one of the next of kin, and it was in that character that it was 
paid to and received by him. It was not a case in which the defendants 
had a right, after having denied the existence of the liability of their 
intestate as guardian, to say that they would apply sums paid to the 
plaintiff as one of the distributees to what may be found to be due to 
him as a debt from their intestate, and we think the case of Jenkins v. 
Smith, 72 N. C., 296, and others cited by counsel for defendants, have | 
no application to shis dane: Ue exception cannot be’ maintained. © 
4, The fifth exception is to the refusal to credit the defendants with 


the sum paid to Wagner. For the same reason given in regard to the | 


fourth exception this cannot be maintained. These sums were paid to 
the plaintiff as one of the next of kin of William Latham, who it ap- 
pears, left a large estate, and in the settlement of* the estate the defend- 
ants will be credited with them on the distributive share en the planes 
and so much paid to him on that account. | | 

Modified and affirmed. . 
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= “JAMES W. GRANT, Apurnisrratos or E. J. DREWITT, v. WILLIAM H. 
a: HUGHES, EXECUTOR | OF wiILhtsM A be STRE HENSON. ; 


“Administrator's 8 ‘Purchase at his own Sale—Fraud—J udicial Sale. 


. ‘Where | an administrator, through the agency of another, became aie pur chaser - 
- of lands sold by himself under a license, at the sum of $500, and after- 
~. wards sold it upon a long eredit for $1,000, which was well secured, but it 


was ascertained that. the value of the land was $7 50: Held, that the first _ 7 


sale was collusive and fraudulent, and that the administrator should be 
_ charged with the price for which he resold the land—overruling the | 
opinion of the Court upon this point, in Grant v. H pelea 96 N. C., 177. 


THIs was a » petition filed at October ani 1887, to rehear dis cause, 
decided at Spring Term, 1887. (96 N. C., 177.) a 

The facts are stated in the case reported, and bi eee thereto, it . 
will be seen that W. T. Stephenson, administrator of E. J. Drewitt, | 
under ‘proceedings instituted for that purpose, sold certain lands helorie- 
ing to the estate of his intestate, to make assets to pay debts, when one 
R. T. Stephenson became the last bidder at the price of $500, bidding 
for the benefit of the said W. T. Stephenson, administrator, etc., who - 
directed the bid to be assigned to one J. D. Vincent, to whom soon here: 
after the deed was made, and who on the same aay conveyed to the said 
W. T. Stephenson for the named consideration of $600, though in. fact 
no money passed, and about the same time the said W. T. Stephenson | 
sold said land to one Lawrence Lassiter for the sum of $1,000, payable i in 
five equal annual installments, with interest at 8 per cent, reserving the 
_ title to secure the purchase money. The first tneesamsallinenss ( except 
$30) were paid by Lassiter to said Stephenson, and the last two install- 
ments and the said $30, amounting with interest to about $7 50, remain 


. unpaid. 


The. land,:as found iy the ee was in fact worth $7 50. | 

_ The sale by the administrator, he becoming indirectly the pur- (376) 
chaser, was adjudged to be fraudulent, and the court held that as 
“about $750 of the purchase money is still unpaid, and it may be, cannot _ 
be collected,” the estate of the defendant’s testator, the said W. a 
Stephenson, should be charged with the actual value of the land, found -— 
by the referee to be $750, instead of $500, the price at which it was 
bid off. | 


pn ere Ir, ee lain. 
Thos. N. Hilt for defendant. 
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+ Davis, €: eae stating the case: Clearly. re estate of the defendants 


+ testator would have been charged with the $1,000, for which the land 


was sold to Lassiter, if all the purchase money had been paid to him, 

and the former ee was predicated upon the fact. that it had not all 

been collected and perhaps could not be. 

_ Adverting to the fact found by the referee, as appears in the report, 
that the land, the title to which was retained as security for the pur- 


chase money, is ample security for the balance of the purchase money | 
- due from Lassiter, and that the whole of it ean therefore, with reason- 


able certainty, be collected, upon reconsideration, we. think there was 
error in the former decision and that the estate of the defendant’s tes- 
tator, instead of being charged with $750, found to be the actual value 
_of the land, should have been cliarged with the amount actually received 
from the ele of the land, with interest thereon at 6 per cent, and that 
the defendant executor should have been required to surrender to the | 
plaintiff administrator, or to some one to be appointed by the court, the 
notes or bonds for the cmmeellscted balance of the purchase money, with 
the security retained therefor, with directions for the collection of the 
same for the benefit of the estate of plaintiff’s intestate, and with such 
| further directions in relation thereto as will secure the title to 
| (87 7) Lassiter, upon the payment by him of the balance of the purchase 
money, or the protection of his rights in the excess‘above the 
| balance due, if it shall be found necessary to resell the land for the pur- 
pose of collection. This will protect the estate of the defendant’s tes-_ 
--tator against any possibility of loss, and at the same time prevent, as a 
well settled principle of law and equity requires should be done, any 
benefit from accruing hereto by reason of the collusive sale of the ‘leu. 
_ The result will be the same as if the estate of the defendant’s testator 
had been charged with the $1,000, for which he sold the land to Lassiter, 
to be discharged upon the payment of the money and interest thereon, 
received by him and a surrender of the notes or pone and the security | 
_ held for the balance. | 
‘There was error in the former decision as herein indicated, and it will 
be corrected and made to conform to this. . 
Error. 2 : | 
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‘JOHN 6. SMITH, ADMINISTRATOR or R. KING, vy. W. J. BROWN er at. 


| Administration—Sale of Land for Assets—Statute of Limitations— 
J udgment—Merger. : 


1. An administrator de bonis non is not entitled to a license to sell real estate 
-- for assets where the original administrator has committed a devastavit 
until he shall have exhausted his remedies against the first administrator, 

or unless it appears that an action against him and his sureties would be 
unavailing. 


2, A license to sell lands for assets. should not be seanted until all controver- 
sies about the validity of the debts, for the i a of which the land is 
sought to be subjected, are settled. 


3. Where the statute of limitations would be available to the personal repre- 
. sentative of a deceased person against the demand of a creditor, it is also 
_ available to the heir in protecting the real estate. 


4, The statute of limitations for. the protection of estates of deceased persons 
from judgments rendered against the personal representatives begin to 
“yun from the date of the judgment, irrespective of the time -of the accru- - 

ing of the original cause of action, pans cause of action being merged in 
the judgment. 


5. The various statutes directing the manner in which estates of deceased per- 
sons shall be administered and settled—discriminating between those 
where administration was granted prior and subsequent to 1 July, 1869— 
do not affect the operations of the statutes of limitations, but only apply 
to the mode of procedure of settlement. 


6. Where the period of two years elapsed from the death, or removal, of an 
administrator and the appointment of his successor, and the latter began 
his action within one year after his qualification: H eld, that this -was 
within the spirit of section 164 of The Code, and the time intervening 
between the two administrations should not be computed. 


1%. The requirement that to avail himself of the seven years statute, the per- 
sonal representative must. show that he has made due advertisement, is 
confined to the original administration, and. does not apply to administra- 
tion de bonis non. 


_ Tuts is a special proceeding to sell lands to make assets. Issues (378). 
of fact being joined, a trial by jury was waived, and the cause 

was heard before Connor, T., at October Term, 1887, of Roszson Supe- 
rior Court. 

| Reuben King died early i in 1869, leaving a will, wide was admitted | 
_ to probate in the county of Robeson, wherein he resided, and William J. 

Brown, the sole executor therein named, qualified as such. He pro- 

ceeded with his administration until, for cause shown, and without hav- 

ing completed it, he was, on 21 November, 1878, removed from office and 

7.4 | oe | | 
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the letters testamentary issued to him recalled. On 23 December, 1880, 
the plaintiff was duly appointed administrator de bonis non, with the 
will annexed, on the estate of the testator, who has realized out of the 
assets delivered over.to him some $1,700; and on 2 December, 
(379) 1881, instituted before the clerk the present special proceeding 
against the removed executor and the devisees in the will, to 
obtain license and an order to sell the numerous lots and tracts of land — 
mentioned in the complaint, for their conversion into assets, to be ap-. 
plied in the discharge of an indebtedness of the testator to an amount 
estimated to be ten thousand dollars. Before answering, a particular 
and detailed statement of the claims was ordered, on application of the 
defendants, and rendered by the plaintiff. The answers, which ‘are 
voluminous, controvert the validity of the demands, and set up as 
defense to them, ‘as also to the present suit, the bar of the statute of 
limitations. Out of these conflicting averments springs the defense aris- 
ing out of the lapse of time, and waiving a jury trial, it was agreed that 
the judge should find the facts. Accordingly, in addition to those above 
_ stated, he finds the following facts in regard to each of the debts set out. 
in the plaintiff’s bill of particulars : : 
1. Claim of Eli Bumble. This is a suit now pee in the Superior 
Court of Robeson County, which was ‘brought by Eli Bumble against 
W. J. Brown, executor of R. King, on 14 February, 1870, upon receipts 
given by R. King, as. sheriff, for claims within a magistrate’s jurisdic- . 
tion, placed in his hands for collection by Bumble, after a demand made 
for payment of amounts collected on same by the said Bumble on the 
said: W. J. Brown, executor, a short time before the commencement of. 
said action. 7 
 %. Judgment of R. M. N Sieant for $2, 817. 91, ‘This iudement was” 
obtained at May Term, 1887, of the Superior Court of Robeson County, 
on a bond executed by R. King to W. R. Bryan, dated 14 February, 
1857, for $1,000, due one day after date, and endorsed by: the said 
W. R. Bryan to Nomnient: and the action was commenced 16 September, | 
1873. 
(380) 3. Judgment of ia ames A. Phillips att W. J. Brown, execu: 
tor of R. King. This was a Judgment obtained at March Term, 
1873, of the Superior Court of ............ County, for the sum of $128, 10, 
with interest from 20 February, 1871, and costs, $4.13. 
4, Judgment of D. F. Edmund, aati toe of A. J. Butt, against 


W. J. Brown, executor of R. ree This judgment was obtained at — - 


J anuary Term, 1873, of the Superior Court of Robeson County, for the - 
sum of $481.54 and interest on $261 until paid, and cost. The suit in 

which this judgment was obtained was brought upon a guardian bond 
| ; 7 '” 306 | ae? 
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eeaduted — Zela Butt, ee of A. Je Butt, on. ane R. King 3 was 
surety. The suit was commenced 14 February, 187 0, and the said 
guardian bond was dated 30 November, 1858. 

5. Judgment of Augustus Smith, administrator of dinpaties Smith, 
against W. J. Brown, executor of R. King. This judgment was abe: 
tained at January Term, 1873, of Superior Court of Robeson County, 
for the sum of $100, and costs; and the action in which it was obtained 
was commenced on 14 February, 1870, and was brought upon receipts 
given by R. King, sheriff of Robeson County, to Augustus Smith, for 
claims within a magistrate’s jurisdiction put in King’s hands for aol 
tion, and upon a demand made upon said Brown, executor of King, by 
said. Smith a short time before said action was commenced, | 

6. Judgment of D. Cromartie against W. J. Brown, executor of R. 


| King. This judgment- was obtained at January Term, 1873, of the 


Superior Court of Robeson County, and the action, in which it was” 
obtained, commenced on 10 February, 1870, and the cause of action in — 
said suit was on claims within a magistrate’s jurisdiction, placed in the 
hands of the said R. King, sheriff of Robeson County, by said 

Cromartie, and upon a demand made on W. J. Brown, executor (381) 
of R. King, by said Cromartie a short time before the commence- 


: ment of said action. — ‘ 


7. Judgment of Mary A. Panne against W. J. pas executor of 
‘Reuben King. This judgment was obtained at March Term, 1875, of the 
Superior Court of Robeson County, for $127.99 and cost. This suit was 
brought on a note executed by said King to Barnes. | 
— 8S udgment of Wiley B. Fort, administrator of John Cooley, against 
_W. J. Brown, executor of R. King. 

That at J anuiry Special Term, 187 4, of Rebewa ees Court, the 
- following entries were made: 


Wier | B. Fonr, administrator of John Cooley, ‘deceased, 
US. | 
ow. J. Brown, executor of Reuben King, | deceased. 


The following j jurors, to wit: - Bryant Leggett, Robert Council, Thomas 
A; Norment, J. T. Phillips, Ebb Jones, J. C. Freeman, Alva Lawson, — 
James A. ageou: Willis Lawson, J oshua Phillips, Caleb Butt oa 
‘Henry Pitman, being chosen, tried and sworn to try the issues between 
the parties, say: That they find all of said issues in favor of the plain-. 
tiff, and assess his damages at $555.49, with interest thereon from 

peel Ji anuary, 1870, until paid, and cost of suit. 
_. Thereupon it is considered by the Court that the plaintiff do recover 
from the defendant his said damages and cost of suit. 
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Rule for new trial. Rule discharged. 

Appeal craved and granted. Notice waived. 

And that at Fall Term, 1875, of Robeson Superior Court, the follow- 
ing entries were made: 


| Srare ex oa Wirey B. Fort, administrator of John Cooley, | 
W. J. Brown, executor of R. King. 


Suir on Suurirr’ gs Bonn. 


a ee of January Term, 1874, affirmed and made the Judgment 
of this term. J udgment for cost. Let execution issue. 


(382) The above action was s brought on a receipt given by R. King to 

said Cooley for claims within a magistrate’s jurisdiction, placed 
by Cooley in King’s hands, as sheriff, to collect, and upon a demand 
made upon W. J. Brown, executor of Reuben King, by Fort, adminis- 
trator of Cooley, a short time before said action was commenced. 

9. Judgnient of John Smith against W. J. Brown, executor of Reuben 
King, deceased. This judgment was obtained at August Term, 1870, 
of the Superior.Court of Robeson County, for $2,687.74 and interest on. 
$1,638.74, principal money, and cost of suit, and that there was a pay- | 
ment made on gaid judgment 10 January, 1873, of $980.40 by said 
Brown, executor of Reuben King; that the suit in which this judgment 
was obtained was commenced 28 January, 1869, before the death of 
Reuben King, and upon a bond execyted by the ‘said Reuben King to 
said John Smith, 19 December, 1859, for $1,638.76. oo 

10. Judgment of John Smith against W. J. Brown, executor of 
Reuben King. This judgment was obtained at the August Term, 1870, 
of the Superior Court of Robeson County, for $257.46 and interest on 
$150, principal money; until paid, and cost. The suit in which this 
judgment was obtained was commenced. 28 January, 1869, before the © 
- death of said Reuben King. The cause of action on which said suit was 


* brought was on a bond executed by said Reuben King to John Smith, 


18 September, 1858, and due one day after date, and none of said judg- 
ments have been aid 
11. Judgment of James McHargue against W. J. Brown, executor af 
R. King. Judgment in Superior Court of Robeson County for $1,458.01, 
- 10 December, 1877. | 
His Honor further finds, as a fact, that the gate W. Je Breen: 
executor of Reuben King, immediately after his qualification, 
(383). made advertisement, as required by law,. for ereditors of the 
estate of R. King to present their claims, 
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The devisees pleaded statute of limitations—ten yan bar and seven 
years bar. | 

On the foregoing facts his Honor—being of the opinion iat the plain- 
tiff’s cause of action was barred by the statute of limitations—adjudged 
that the defendants go without day, and recover of the plaintiff the cost 
of action. 

Plaintiff appealed. 


W. F. French for plaintiff 
iT. A. McN eull for defendants. 


.Smiru, C. J., after stating the case: The right to bring this action 
accrued to the plaintiff on his appointment to office, on 23 December, 
1880, and the action was begun on 2 December, 1881, less than a year 
afterwards; so it is not barred by the statute of limitations as against 
the removed executor, according to the rulings in Lawrence v. N orfleet, 
90 N. C., 533, and Worthy v. McIntosh, ibid., 536. 

As, ieee this defendant has no property out of which a recovery _ 
against him for waste and mismanagement of the trust estate could be 
satisfied, the recourse to the devised land is the sole remedy open to the 
ereditors. That the law does allow access to the real estate of the de- 
ceased debtor under such circumstances, is decided in Badger v. Jones, 
, 66 N. C., 305; Latham v. Bell, 69 N. C,, 135; and Blount v. mee, 
88 N, C., 445. - 

salt, however, the statutory bar interposes to obstruct the sissesetil 
prosecution of these claims, and this defense to the action is open to the 
devisees and owners of the real estate, then in the absence of any 
definite ascertained indebtedness requiring a sale of the land, a license 
to make the sale ought not to be granted to the administrator, at least 
until the controversy about the debts-shall be settled and decided. The 
defendants insist that the claims, if otherwise capable of being 
enforced, are barred by the lapse of time and long delay, and the (384) 
Judge, concurring in the sufficiency of the defense, rendered judg- 
ment against the plaintiff, and he appealed. . 

1. The first of the disputed claims, that of Eli Bumble, may be left 
out of view in this inquiry, since it is depending, undetermined and 
resisted. As it may not be established, it cannot be the basis of a pro- 
ceeding against the land, at least until it is recovered. | 

2, The judgment rendered in favor of R. M. Norment, at May Term, 
1887, although upon a cause of action accruing on 15 February, 1857, 
and prosecuted first against the executor and then against the adminis- 
trator, conclusively settles an indebtedness existing before this action 
was begun, and its validity established after a protracted litigation. 
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This debt must be paid for aught shown in the record, and is entitled to 
satisfaction out of the real estate. This alone is sufficient to reverse the 
judgment and dispose of the appeal, and we should pause to proceed 
_ further but that the different claims will, under the ruling, have to be 
decided when the fund is to be distributed, and should be before the 
sale, in order that the sum to be raised may be definitely ascertained. 

8—6. The next four, belonging respectively to James A. Phillips, 
 D. F. Edmunds, Augustus Smith and D. Cromartie, were reduced to | 

judgments against the’ executor in the first two months of the year 
1878, and in their demands no the real estate are essentially the 
game. 

The causes of action are eased in the judgments, and hence come ~ 
under the new statute of limitations, and the seven years elapsing since, 
before the beginning of the present suit, would effectually obstruct a 
recovery alone considered, according to the cases already cited. Law- 
rence v. Norfleet, Worthy v. McIntosh, supra, and Bevers v. Park, 88 

N. C., 456. 
— (885) The last decides that a judgment recovered against an adminis- 

trator upon a cause of action, which, but for such judgment, 
would be barred, cannot be maintained against the statutory bar set up 
‘by the heirs to a proceeding instituted to sell the descended lands. The 
ruling is somewhat restricted in the subsequent case of Speer v. James, 
94 N. C.; 417, so far as it affects the force and effect of the judgment ° 
rendered against the personal respresentative; but it supports the 
proposition that where the statutory bar would be available to him in 
protecting the personal, so it will be to the heir in protecting the real 
estate, against the demand of a creditor. Syme v. Badger, 96 N.C, 
197; Andres v. Powell, 97 N. C., 155. Bevers v. Park differs only in 
this particular, that in it the administration was granted after 1 July, 
1869, while in that before us, the letters testamentary issued before that 
date, and this brings us to an examination of what is supposed to be 
conflicting legislation, found in the Code of Civil Procedure and in the — 
acts subsequently passed regulating the administration and settlement 
of the estates of deceased persons, which are now associated in The 
Code, chapter 33, under the title “Executors and Administrators.” 

The first enactment introducing radical changes in the law, which 
took effect in July, 1869, was passed and ratified on 6 April preceding, 
and was followed by an amendment, ratified on 1 March of the next 
year, confining its operation to estates whereof original administration 
shall have been granted since 1 July, 1869. It further declares, that 
“all estates whereon administration was granted prior to the said first 

day of July, one thousand eight hundred and sixty-nine, shall be dealt 
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. with, administered and settled according to the law as it existed just — 
prior to the said date, and it is hereby declared that such was the true 
intent and meaning of said act” (the act of 1869), with a proviso, “that 
nothing herein contained shall be construed to prevent the application 
of said act, so far as it relates only to the courts having jurisdic- . 

tion of any action or proceeding for the settlement of an ad- (386) 
ministration, or to the practice or enn therein.” The 

Code, sec. 4433. 

Again, at the session of 1871-72, was passed “An act to prescribe the 
' practice and procedure in actions by creditors of deceased persons against 
their personal representatives,” chapter 213, which, as the title imports, 
undertakes to regulate the proceeding to be pursued by creditors in 
bringing about a settlement of the estate and of their claims against it, 
of which section 29 declares, that the “act shall apply only to cases 
where the grant of letters of collection, or of probate, or of administra- 
tion, shall have issued on or after the first day of July, one thousand . 
eight hundred and sixty-nine.” 

An amendment was made to this pes by the act of 3 March, 1878, . 
chapter 179, by adding the words, “except in cases of administration 
de bonas on upon estates where the former letters of administration or 
letters testamentary were granted prior to the first day of July, one 
thousand eight hundred and sixty-nine, in all which cases estates shall 
be administered, closed up and settled according to the law as it existed 
just prior to the first- of J uly, one thousand vere hundred and sixty- 
nine.’ 

These provisions will be foun in The Code, secs. 1433 and 1476 and 
connecting sections. It will be noticed that this new legislation has 
reference solely to matters connected with the administration and. settle- 
ment of deceased persons’ estates, and is not inconsistent with the pro- 
vision in the superseding statute of limitations, which governs only in 
cases where the right of action accrues subsequent to the specified date, 
and was intended to harmonize the new legislation with the new practice. 
It does not profess to interfere with the statute, which discriminates — 
~ between actions the right to bring which existed anterior to the adoption 
of the Code of Procedure, and those that arose afterwards; and to render 
the enactments consistent with each other, and give effect to both, | | 
we must except from the operation of those which relate to the (387) 
subject of administration so much of that declaring the applica- 
tion of the superseding limitations to the kind of actions mentioned. 
Such has been the interpretation in cases heretofore adjudged, and such 
we are constrained to accept as a just exposition of the law, in the 
absence of any intimation of an intention to interfere with the opera-_ 
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tion of the act-of limitations. Moreover, the time in which creditors are 
allowed to bring suit does not enter into the mode of administering the 
estates of deceased property owners by representatives, which it was the 
purpose of the legislation to regulate by the displacing statutes, the 
scope and operation of which will be plainly seen 1n examining their pro- 
visions. But while the bar would be in the way if there had been one 
continuous administration of the same person, it has been broken by 


the removal of the executor, and interrupted in its course for more than 


two years, during which the judgment could not be enforced by action of 
the creditor, and in less than one year after the appointment of the 
plaintiff as administrator this action was brought, and arrests the 
running of the statute. | 
It is declared in section 164 of The-Code, that “if a person against 
whom an action may be brought die before the expiration of the time 
limited for the commencement thereof, and the cause of action survive, 


_an action may be commenced against his personal representative after 


the expiration of that time, and within one year after the ne of 


| letters testamentary or of administration.” 


This clause uses language appropriate to actions against a debtor 
personally and not barred by the statute at the time of his death, and not 
verbally to a case where one representative dies, or is removed, and 
another succeeds to his place and carries on the work of administration 
left unfinished, yet the analogy is so complete, and the spirit, if not 
the letter of the act, reasonably interpreted, so-closely applicable to 

| the present facts, that we feel constrained to bring them under its 
(388) provisions, so as to embrace them. The year prolonging the 
period within which the action may be brought, to wit, from the 
plaintiff’s appointment on 23 December, 1880, to 2 December, 1881, the 
time of beginning the suit, had not expired by. twenty-one days, and aig 
these judgments escaped the bar, and may be enforced against the 


_ debtor’s lands in the hands of the heirs, unless alienated in pursuance 


of section 1442 of The Code, in which case the proceeds of the sale are 
in place of the land sold. 

The same disposition must be made of the several judgments i in favor 
of Mary A. Barnes, Wiley B. Fort and James McHargue. 

The judgments recovered by John Smith must be excluded, as they 


were rendered at August Term, 1870, of the Superior Court of Robeson, 


and the seven, and even ten years, had passed before this suit, and the 
shorter period even before the removal of the executor ; so they are not 
protected by the proviso mentioned. 

While the seven years limitation is dependent upon a ‘compliance | 


with the condition that due advertisement is made as required by law, 
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this prerequisite must be confined to cases of original administration 
granted, and cannot apply to administrations de bonis non where the 
former administrator or executor (as found in this case) has complied — 
with all the requirements of the law then in force, for such adminis- 
trator de bonis non but takes up the broken thread and carries out an 
interrupted and incomplete administration. The two constitute a single 
administration of the estate. 

We must therefore overrule the decision in the court below, and 
reverse the judgment for the error assigned, to the end that the cause 
may proceed in the court below in accordance with this opinion. 

Error. 


Cited: 8S. c., 101 N. C., 847; Lee v. Beaman, rbid., 298; Brittain v. 
Dickson, 104 N. C., 553; Clement v. Cozart, 107 N. C., 7007 Dickson 
v. Crawley, 112 N. C., 683; Mann v. Baker, 142 N. C., 237; Best v. 
Best, 161 N. C., 516; Fisher v/ Ballard, 164 N. C., 328; Barnes v. Fort, 
169 N. C., 435; McNaver v. Cooper, 174 N. C., 568. 


(389) 


EK. C. KNIGHT, ApmInistRATOR or ROBERT S. PITT, v. M. 
ROUNTREE et At. 


Inen—M ortgage—Surety. 

1. J. executed to P. a mortgage on real and personal property, to secure an 
existing debt, and also to secure and save harmless the mortgagee from 
loss by reason of being surety for J. upon a debt.due other parties. Subse- 

quently J. executed another mortgage to R., to secure other indebtedness. | 
P, paid off the debt for which he was surety after the execution of the 
second mortgage: Held, that this payment did not discharge his lien,- and 
that it took precedence of the mortgage to R. | 


2. To constitute an agricultural lien it is essential that the supplies advanced 
must be furnished after the execution of the agreement, or at the time 
of making it, so. that the agreement and advances shall constitute one 
transaction. 


Cas action, tried before Avery, J., at Fall Term, 1887, of Epes- 
compe Superior Court. 

The plaintiff is the administrator of Robert L. Pitt, who died intes- 
tate in the month of May, 1884. 

On 28 December, 1881, John H. Pitt executed to the intestate a mort- 
gage of a tract of land therein specified, and the crops produced thereon 
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during that year, to secure the payment of a promissory note due to the 
mortgagee for $1,853, dated 1 January, 1878, and payable on demand, 
with interest at eight per cent, and to indemnify the mortgagee against 
loss as surety for the mortgagor for a debt—note—for $250, due 1 Janu- 
ary, 1878, to John Norfleet; and also a note to Atkinson, Cobb & Co. for 
$778.87, dated 28 December, 1881, and due at 60 days, with interest at 
| eight per cent. This mortgage eciaitied a power of sale, to be exercised | 
in case of default made by the mortgagor. 

Afterwards, on 6 December, 1882, the said John H. Pitt ere to 

the said intestate his Giles mortgage of the same land and the 
(390) crops of cotton produced thereon for that year, which mortgage 

was duly proven and, registered on the 7th day of the same 
month. The following is a copy of the material part of this mortgage 
necessary to be set forth here: 

“The condition of the above deed is such, that whereas the said Robert 
S. Pitt has become surety for the said J ohn H. Pitt on a promissory 
note for four hundred and thirty dollars and seventy-two cents, payable 
to John Hutchinson, cashier of First National Bank of Wilson, bearing 
' date 6 December, 1882, and payable thirty days after date: Now, there- 
fore, if the said John H. Pitt shall well and truly pay said note when 
due, and shall save the said Robert S. Pitt harmless by reason of his 
said suretyship, then this deed shall be void, otherwise it shall be lawful 
for the said Robert S. Pitt, upon failure of said J. H. Pitt to pay said 
note, to first seize said crops of cotton and sell the same for cash to the 
highest bidder, and apply the proceeds of the sale of said cotton to the 
payment of said note, and if the proceeds of said sale shall be insufficient 
to pay said note, then the said Robert S: Pitt is hereby authorized to 
sell said tract of land for cash, and apply the proceeds of sale to the 
payment of said note, or to such amount as the said Robert 8S. Pitt may 
have to pay by reason of his suretyship, and the balance, if any, pay to 
_the order of the said John Henry Pitt.” 

Tt was agreed by the parties that the debt so secured is the bulanee of 
the debt mentioned in the first, above mentioned mortgage as due to 
Atkinson, Cobb & Co., the mortgagor having reduced this debt by sun- 
dry payments to that sum. It was likewise agreed, “that on 9 January, 
1883, plaintiff’s intestate paid off and discharged the note with principal 
and interest described in the mortgage,” the condition of which is set 
forth above. 

Afterwards, on said 6 December, 1892, the said J oh H. Pitt sean 

to the defendants his other mortgage of the crops produced on the 
(391) same land during the year 1882, which was duly proven and 
| registered on the 8th of the same agnth: and the following is a 
copy of the material parts thereof : 
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“Whereas, the party of the first partis now engaged or about to 
engage in the cultivation of various crops upon the following lands, his. 
home tract in Nash, Whitaker’s Township, adjoining the lands of. i. B. 
~§. Pitt and Bikers and, whereas, the party of the first part is now 
indebted to the parties ef the second part in the sum of twelve hundred 
and thirty-nine dollars and six cents, in the form of account for sup- 
plies; and whereas, the parties of the second part have agreed to make 
advances in money, merchandise and supplies to the party of the first 
part during the year 1882, to the amount of one hundred dollars; in con- 
sideration of one dollar oad for the further consideration herein set 
forth, the party of the first part hereby conveys to the parties of the 
second part and their heirs the following real estate and personal prop- 


erty: all cotton, corn and other products now harvested or to be har- 


vested from crops of 1882; also all crops to be cultivated and made upon 
the above described land care the said year 1882, and upon any other 
land the party of the first part may cultivate during the said year. The 
party of the first part further represents that he is the owner in fee- 
simple of all the property above described, and that the same is not 
encumbered, except by mortgage of $430 to R. 8. Pitt. Now, if the said 
party of the first part shall, on or before the first day of November, 
1883, pay the said note and the advances herein agreed to be made, and 
shall also pay any other amount that the parties of the second part may 
advance to the party of the first part in addition to the amount herein 
specified to be advanced, and shall also pay all other debts that the said 
party of the first part may be owing to the parties of the second part, 
‘then this deed and lien is to be null and void.” 

“On 6 December, 1882, there was on the plantation secon (392) 
in said mortgages, grown ‘and harvested thereon in the year 1882, 


seed cotton of the value of six hundred dollars, which on 5 J anuary, 


1883, the defendants seized, sold, and applied to their mortgage debt. . 
The amount secured in the mortgage to Rountree, Barnes & Co. was then 
due, and was for supplies, money and merchandise furnished the said 
J. A. Pitt during the year 1882, to enable him to cultivate and harvest 
said crop. On 3 March, 1884, the said R. S. Pitt sold the land described 
in the mortgage of 98 ‘December, 1881, under the powers contained | 
therein, to J. H. Cutchin, for the sum of $2,500, and applied the same. | 
to the payment of the note for $1,853 and to the Norfleet note. On 
3 March, 1884, the indebtedness secured in the mortgage of 28 December, 
1881, was as follows : R. 8. Pitt note, principal and interest, $2,767.15; 
alae on the Noritleet note, $252.36; balance on the ecitieon! Cobb & 
Co. note, $461.30, aggregating $3,480. 81. | | 

This action was brought by the plaintiff to recover r the cotton so seized 
ae sold by the eeeaaane | | 
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Upon the facts admitted as above stated, it was agreed that, if the 
court was of opinion with the plaintiff, judgment should be entered for 
$430.7 2, with interest from 9 January, 1883; and if the court should be 
of opinion with the defendants, then judgment to be entered for the 
plaintiff for the sum of $101.26, with interest from 3 March, 1884.” 

The court gave judgment “hat the plaintiff recover of the defendants 
the sum of $101.26, with interest from 3 March, 1884, bogstler with the 
costs of this action, to be taxed by the clerk.” 

The plaintiff excepted and appealed. 


John Devereux, Jr., for plaintiff. 
A.W. H meet for defendants. 


(393) ieeeare: J., after stating the case: The case as stated in 

the record fails to designate with precision, as it should do, the 
questions which the parties intended to have settled by the appeal, and 
we are left in large measure to find them, if we can. The record is 


-obseure, and if we fail to discover all of them, such failure must be : 


| attributed to the negligence of the parties in presenting shel case in- 
telligibly, and as the statute directs. 

It seems that the appellees contended, first, that as the intestate of 
the plaintiff paid the debt of Hutchinson, cashier, etc., specified in the 
_ second mortgage executed to him on the second day of December, 1882, 
which embraced the cotton in controversy, such payment discharged this 
‘mortgage absolutely, and therefore their title to the same cotton acquired 
by the subsequent mortgage to them of 2 December, 1882, was unaffected 
by the mortgage to the intestate. 

This contention is unfounded. The chief and leading purpose of the 
mortgage was to indemnify—to save the mortgagee “harmless by reason 
of his said suretyship.” The deed of mortgage passed the title to the 
cotton to the intestate of the plaintiff, and, by its terms and spirit, con- _ 
templated and intended that he might, in the contingency provided 
against, sell it to pay the debt mentioned, or, if he paid it, as he was 
bound to do, then sell it to repay himself the money he so laid out. The. 
intent was not simply to secure the payment of the debt to him to whom 
it was payable, but as well and as certainly to save himself, the surety— 
the intestate, harmless—and the mortgage continued operative and in 
full force for that purpose until this should be done, unless he should 
sooner see fit to discharge it. 

The mere fact that the last mentioned debt was a balante of the debt 
due to Atkinson, Cobb & Co., specified in the first mortgage to the intes- 
tate, could not affect adversely the second mortgage to him. It seems 
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that it came about that such balance became the debt to Hutchinson, 
cashier, etc., with the intestate as surety. The latter plainly had — 
_ the right to take the second mortgage mentioned, embracing the (394) 
_ land and cotton, to indemnify himself. We cannot conceive of a 

_ reason why he might not. | | 

It seems, also, that the appellees contended, secondly, that the mort- 
gage so executed to them was not simply a mortgage, but that it was as 
well and in addition a zen upon the crops embraced by it, as allowed and 
created by the statute (The Code, sec. 1799) to secure to them money 


- advanced by them to cultivate the land and produce the cotton in ques- 


tion, which lien, as to the crops produced, is superior to the ‘mortgage 
of the intestate and like mortgages.. Wooten v. Hull, 98 N. C., 48. 

The mortgage of the appellees cannot be upheld as a ion under the 
statute just cited, for advancements of money to the mortgagor, to be 
expended in the production of the crops, if the same were advanced 
for that purpose prior to its execution. It is settled that such advance- 
~ ments of money and of supplies for such purpose must be advanced after 
the making of the agreement in writing in that respect, in order to 
create such lien. Clark v. Farrar, 74 N. C., 686; Patapsco v. Magee, 86 
N. C., 350; Reese v. Cole, 93 N. CG, 87: Townsond v. McKinnon, 98 
NeCy "108. | 

N ow, the crop year of 1882 was nearly if not quite over shen the 
mortgage to the appellees was executed, and it appears, from the recitals 
in the deed, that the advancements of money were made mainly, if not 
altogether, before it was executed. It does not appear that they ad- 
vanced to the mortgagor any money after that time, and if ney did, this 
should have been made to appear. 

It was suggested on the argument aes that the appellant ought to be 
- required to apply a part of the money realized for the land, which was a 
security embraced by both the appellants’ mortgages, to the payment. of 
the debt secured by his second mortgage, and thus leave the cotton in — 
question to the appellees to pay their debt, they having a lien only 

on that to secure their debt. This cannot be allowed, because the ( 395) 
' money realized from the land, as appears, was insufficient to pay 

_ the debts secured by the first mortgage mentioned. 

The parties agreed that the court should enter judgment for one of two 
sums of money specified, accordingly as it might be of opinion with the 


plaintiff or defendants. 


What particular questions the court decided adversely to the plain- 

 tiff—the appellant—we cannot clearly learn; we can only infer, with 

tolerable confidence, that it decided the questions to which we have ad- 

verted above, adversely to him, and therefore gave him judgment for the 
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smaller amount. There is, therefore, error. The judgment must be 


reversed, and judgment entered in the court below in favor of the plain- 


tiff for the sum of four hundred and thirty dollars and seventy-two cents, _ 

with interest thereon from the ninth day of Ji ae 1883, according to. 

the terms agreed upon by the ‘parties. 7 
Error. : 


JOHN CASEY anp Wire, MINERVA, v. R. W. COOPER. 


Betterments—M arried Women—Judgment—C ontract. 


If a party in an action to recover land sets up in his pleadings a demand for 
compensation for improvements, he should have’that question passed on 
‘at the trial with the other issues; he will not be permitted to raise it 
thereafter, as the judgment rendered upon the trial will be deemed con- 
clusive of all matters put in issue by a pleadings. 


Tuts was a petition by the astenlat for an inquiry and allowance for 
improvements; heard before M acRae, ds, at March | Term, 1888, oe “ 
| BUNCOMBE Superior Court. | 
(3896) The complaint i in this action, ic was oo 6 Gene | 


1882, contains the usual averments of the plaintiffs’ ownership 


and the defendant’s wrongful withholding of the land mentioned therein, | 
the possession of which is sought to be recovered. 

The answer admits the defendant to be in the occupation of ode 
three and one-half acres near the center of one tract whereon he resides, 
and of about five acres at its western border, which he claims as his own 
property. —. Pee 

As a further defense, the answer - alleges that eine feme Siena being, 
largely indebted to the defendant for medical services rendered to her and | 
necessary in her condition, in order to pay the same, contracted, with 
her husband’s consent, to convey to him the parcels of land méntioned, 7 
and in consideration thereof the defendant surrendered his claims, which a 
were largely in excess of their value; that believing he had title, with 
the knowledge and consent of the plaintiff, he-entered into possession, - 
and remaining there ever since, has made valuable and permanent im- 
- provements in building and otherwise, of the value of at least five hun- 
dred dollars. Wherefore he demands that said parcels of land be con- 


veyed to him, and such further relief as he may be entitled to in the case. 


“The cause coming on to be heard, on motion of the plaintiff Minerva. 
for judgment upon the pleadings, and the admission of the defendant 
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that shi was a maeaea woman at the time a the alleged agreement set 


up in the answer, and that it was in parol,” the court adjudged, “that 


the feme plaintiff Minerva is entitled to the possession of the land de- 


~ seribed in her amended complaint, and which the defendant admits him- 


self to be in possession of, and that ‘a writ in her favor against the de- 


- fendant be issued at her instance for possession,” and the court further - 


adjudged, that the defendant pay the costs of the action, to be taxed 
against him and the surety to his defense bond. 

_. This final disposition of the case was made at Deeanbes Term, (397) 
1887, of the Superior Court of Buncombe, and at“March Term 


: next ensuing, the defendant applied by petition to the succeeding judge 


for relief, upon the following condensed allegations of fact: 
‘That the petitioner was in possession of the two parcels of land for 
about eight years under a contract. with the feme plaintiff, her husband 


having theretofore abandoned her, in pursuance of which he paid her the 
_. purchase money, and she agreed as soon as she could get a deed from — 


the administrator of one James Cooper, to convey the title to him; that — 
- while in possession he made certain improvements upon the property, in 
building a dwelling and other houses, of the value of eight hundred 
. dollars, in planting fruit trees and in other ways, costing more than one 


‘hundred. dollars additional, and this expenditure was in faith that the 


title would be made him, as stipulated at the time of purchase. 
In view of all this, the petitioner asks that a jury may be empaneled : 
to inquire into the enhanced value thus imparted to the premises, to the 


i end that he be allowed therefor, and meanwhile that the writ of posses- — 
gion be stayed. 7 


| “This petition coming on to ig heard. before: MacRae, si udge, and it. 
being made to appear to the court that the defendant in his answer set 
up his claim for betterments, to- be assessed upon the trial of the action, 
and judgment having been rendered against the defendant and in favor 


of plaintiff on the pleadings and admissions of defendant, it is considered 
_ that the ‘defendant is not now entitled to the relief Nemanded 1 in his peti- 


tion; no. appeal having been taken from the judgment of the court here- 
a tofore rendered. Prayer of petition denied. From which order the — 
| defendant aoe to the Supreme Court: a : 


CO. A. Moore for plaanteffs. 
Theo. F. Davidson for ieee 


Bidar C.. 5., after stating the case: The rule has ee ae (398) 

7 recognized and enforced i in equity, that forbids one who by parol _ 
- has entered into contract. with another to sell and convey him land, 
upon faith in which the latter is permitted to improve the premises, to 
be | BIG pS 
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reclaim the land without eaienads for the increased aie thereof. 
It has been extended by statute to cases where there is no privity or 
contract relations between the parties, and where the expenditure in 
labor and money has been made in the bona fides and reasonable belief — 
of ownership; and this claim for temuneration may be made and the 
damages assessed at or after the trial of the action to recover ane 
premises. The Code, sec. 473. a 
. The defendant has in this case elected to esaaad that the allowance 
be ascertained when the action is tried, and the court in giving judg- 
ment denies, or at least does not recognize, the defendant’s right to such 
remuneration, for the assigned reason that the alleged agreement was © 
made by a woman under coverture and not in writing. This ruling is 
predicated upon the proposition that the agreement is an absolute 
nullity, not caleulated to mislead any reasonable person and induce a 
belief that he has any right, legal or equitable, to enforce a claim for. 
remuneration for what he voluntarily and with such knowledge spends | 
in improving the property. In this the judge was acting in accordance — 
with what is said by Ruffin, J., delivering the opinion in Scoti v. 
Battle, 85 N. C., 184, who, 1 in pointing out the difference between a. con- 
tract made by ae sui juris and one under the disability of marriage, 
uses this language: “In no case will the law imply a promise on her 
part, and every one who deals with her is held to do so with a knowledge 
of her disability. It is this disability of a married woman to make any 
contract, which, we think, distinguished her case from those in which | 
a purchaser under a parol contract, void under the statute, has been 


allowed his claim for a restoration of the purchase money paid and ~ | 


compensation for his betterments.” Then referring to the grounds 
(399) upon which relief is granted, he asks: “Can this reasoning hold 
| good when there exists, as in the case of a feme covert, no power 
‘to contract, and when, indeed, the law itself declares she shall not do | 
so?” We recroducs igse cerinthe of the very learned judge who spoke, 
not so much with a view of recognizing their correctness as a statement 
of the law, as to show that the ruling upon the trial, in ignoring alto- 
. gether the claim for betterments, was intended to be as in legal effect the 
judgment is, a denial, direct, of the defendant’s right to compensation, 
as set out and demanded in the answer, and not a decision merely upon 
other points, leaving this open for presentation afterwards.” The effect 
of a final judgment concludes évery matter in controversy in the plead-_ 
ings, in which legal.and equitable remedies are blended, unless, as in this. 
case, by statute a future opportunity is allowed to assert a claim and it 
is not put forward to be passed on at the trial. But, in fact, it is - 
asserted in the answer and refused by the court, and being an adjudged — 
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matter, whether correctly or erroneously, and no appeal taken to review 
the ruling upon assigned error at the time, the judgment must stand. 

Such was the view entertained by the judge to whom the subsequent 
application for allowance for improvements was addressed, and in his 
adjudication we find no error. The rules of practice as established must 
be maintained, and cannot give way to cases of hardship growing out of 
a mistake as to their operation, however, in particular cases, their opera- 
tion may be severe and harsh. 

There is no error, and the judgment is affirmed. 


(400) 
E. T, CLEMMONS y. 5. H. ©. FIELD. 


Hucusable Neglect—Vacating Judgment—A ppeal. 


1. The power conferred upon the judge to set aside and vacate a judgment 
rendered against a party through his mistake, surprise or excusable negli- 
gence, does not extend to those judgments which necessarily follow a 
verdict. 


2. In judgments founded upon verdicts the relief should be by motion for a | 
new trial, made at the term when rendered, and being addressed to the 
discretion of the trial judge, his ruling thereon is conclusive, unless it is 
based on a want of power, in which event it is reviewable on appeal. 


THIs was a motion made by the defendant after notice, at March 
‘Term, 1888, of Buncomsz Superior Court, to set aside a judgment ren- 
dered at the term preceding for excusable neglect under section 274 of 
The Code, heard and denied upon the following facts found by 
MacRae, J a 

The action was placed upon the calendar for trial on a day certain, or 
as soon thereafter as it could be reached. 

Several days previous to that for which this case was set upon the 
calendar, defendant wrote to his attorney in Asheville to wire him as 
soon as there was any possibility of the case being reached. 

Defendant’s attorney, believing that the case would not be reached at 
all, failed to respond by telegraph to defendant’s letter, and defendant 
did not attend that term of the court. 

The case was tried by a jury on the last day for the trial of jury cases, 
in the afternoon. On the morning of the same day, or on the afternoon 
of the day before the trial, defendant’s counsel asked the presiding judge 
what disposition had been made of the trial docket; the judge replied, 
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“that the whole of it had been sontnined exceept two little cases to be 
tried by consent.” Counsel. for defendant gave the matter no further 

attention, until he was sent for and notified that the case was 
| (401) ealled for trial, whereupon he went into court and moved for a 

- gontinuanee, which the presiding judge, after hearing comtecl, 
declined to grant. And the case was tried by a jury. 

Defendant has a meritorious defense, if true. On the foregoing ee 
found, I think, that defendant’s negligence was inexcusable; it was his 
duty to be present at the court on the day set for the trial upon the 
calendar, and if the case was not reached on that day, to wait its eall, or 
act as advised. 

This case having been tried by a-jury, the defendant is not entitled 
to relief under the 274th section of The Code. His remedy was by 
appeal. 

‘The motion is denied.” 

Defendant appealed. 


CO. A. Moore for plaintiff. 
—M. E. Carter (and W. R. Whitson, by brief) for defendant. 


Smirn, C. J. Under the former practice, a final judgment rendered in 
a proceeding at law was beyond the control of the court after the expira- 
tion of the term. Moore v. Hinnant, 90 N. C., 168; and the rule is now 
established by law, which declares that no motion “to set aside a verdict 
and grant a new trial upon exceptions, or for insufficient evidence, or for 
excessive damages,” shall be heard, except at the term when the trial 
takes place. The Code, sec. 412, par. 4; England v. Duckworth, 75 
N.C., 309. But the power to vacate and set aside'a judgment and relieve 
a party therefrom when “taken against him through his mistake, in- 
| advertence, surprise or excusable neglect,” within one year after notice, | 
is expressly conferred by law (The Code, sec. 274), and thus far, under 
the conditions mentioned, only authority over its rulings is prolonged for 

the specified period. There is no obligation to exercise it even 
(402) when the application comes within the terms of the statute, 

though some of the earlier decisions look that way; but it is dis- 
cretionary with the judge even then to allow or refuse the relief, and 
his action in refusing the relief, except for a supposed want of power, is 
not reviewable on appeal. Austin v. Clarke, 70. N; C., 458. 

In Beck v. Bellamy, 93 N. C., 129, a similar effort was made, after a 
verdict and judgment rendered at a former term, to obtain relief, as is 
proposed in this case, under the same provision of The Code, and this 
Court said: “The statute, in conferring power, confines its exercise to 
judgments rendered under the specified conditions, and does not embrace 
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such as necessarily follow the verdict, and the setting aside of which, 
without at the same time disturbing. the verdict, would be of no ad- 
vantage to the party, for it must again be entered in conformity to the 
jury findings. To vacate both is necessary to afford the desired relief, 
and this would be to grant a new trial, which can only be done at the 
term when it took place.” To the same effect are the cases of Foley v. 

Blank, 92 N. C., 476; Winborne v. Johnson, 95 N. C., 46, and Pwitty v v. 

Logan, 86 N. C., 712. 

If, however, the judge refuses to grant the motion for a suppoied want 
of power, when, upon a proper construction of the statute, he has it, 
the error may be corrected on appeal, and an opportunity afforded ie 
_ to determine whether he will exercise it. Hudgins v. White, 65 N. C., 
393; Gilchrist v. Kitchen, 86 N. C., 20. So a refusal to amend, for 
want of power to allow the amendment asked, in the case when it is 
possessed, this is error in law and can be corrected in the appellate 
court. Henderson v. Graham, 84 N. C., 496, citing Freeman v. Morris, 
Busb., 287, where a motion for permission to supply, in the record, a 
copy of a lost will which had been sustained by the verdict of the jury, 
was refused, upon the ground of a supposed absence of power to allow it, 
and the error was corrected on appeal, and the application re- 
mitted for the exercise of the judge’s discretion. , (403) 
_ These cases all stand upon the ground that the refusal to act 
proceeded from an alleged want, of power, and in this consisted an error 
in law. 7 

The wrong ‘complained of by the defendant in this case consists in 
being forced into a trial unexpectedly and unprepared, when this was in. 
consequence of what was said to his counsel by the judge himself, about 
the cause being continued, or in other words, not allowing a continuance, 
under the circumstances, to another term. However forcible was this 
application, it could only be made to the judge who tried the cause, and 
not to the judge who presided at the succeeding term, and we cannot 
see how these considerations can enter into and qualify a judgment of 
necessity following the verdict, as one obtained “through his (the de- 
fendant’s) mistake, inadvertence, surprise or excusable neglect,” and 
come within the operative provisions of the law. 

It is true, the judge holds the defendant’s negligence, in reference to 
being unprepared for the trial, to be inexcusable, and the inference may 
possibly be thence drawn that he deemed himself not however invested 
with ‘power to act in the premises; the record does not so state, nor is 
there any intimation as to what he would do if possessed of the necessary 
authority, and to be a reviewable case, the refusal should affirmatively 
appear to have proceeded from the adjudged want of it. As we interpret 
the case the judge simply ruled irrespective of the question of power; 
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even if he possessed it, it would not be exercised in favor of the defend- 
ant on the facts shown in evidence. . 

If the record be construed as denying the motion because of the 
absence of authority to allow it, it does not follow that this was based 
upon ‘a construction of the statute, whether erroneous or not; but it 
should more reasonably be ascribed to the ruling in Beck v. Bellamy, 

supra, that the case was not within the statute. However this 

(404) may be, the act of refusal cannot be assigned for error unless it 

results from an erroneous ruling. So that he has not exercised a 

discretion committed to him, and this the case must show. | 
_ There is no error, and the-judgment is affirmed. 


Cited: Flowers v. Alford, 111 N. C., 250; Brown v. Rhinehart, 112 
N; O10. | 


ISAAC FLEMING y. T. J. PATTERSON. 


C one mpt—Injunction—J urisdiction— When Actron is Comm enced-— 
7 Summons. 


1. The jurisdiction to issue injunctions and restraining orders may be exer- 
cised at any time after the commencement of the action and before judg- 
ment. 


2. The issuing of the summons is the commencement of the action; and it is 
not necessary that it shall be served before the injunction or restraining 
order is made. 


3. One, who wilfully disobeys an injunction or restraining order, is guilty of 
contempt, though the summons in the action may not have been served 
upon, him. 


THIs was an appeal from an order of Graves, J., adjudging the de- 
fendant to be in contempt, for disobedience of a restraining order made 
in this cause, pending in the Superior Court of Burke County. The 
facts are stated in the opinion. | 


Perkins and C. H. Armfield for plaintiff. 
Isaac T. Avery (by brief) for defendant. 


Merrimon, J. The following is a copy of the order appealed from, 
and as to which error is assigned: 

“The plaintiff having issued a summons, which had not been 

(405) served at the time, obtained an order restraining the defendant — 
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from closing a certain alleged way, over which the plaintiff claims 

the right to pass. The plaintiff moved, on notice, at Burnsville, to 
attach the defendant. The motion was then continued to Marion, to 
be heard on 11 May, and was on that day continued to Morganton; and 
now at Chambers at Morganton, the parties appear and the motion to 
attach the defendant for contempt of court, in refusing to obey the re- 
straining order heretofore made, is heard. The defendant objects, that 
as no summons has yet been served on him, he is not before the court so 
_. as to be attached. The objection was overruled; and the matter being 
. . now heard on the affidavits of the plaintiff and defendant, it appears that 
_. the defendant has, in disobedience to the order of the court, closed up 
. the said way in the restraining order described. 

It is therefore considered that defendant is guilty of a contempt in 
such disobedience, and that he pay a fine of fifty dollars.” 

Regularly, every civil action must be begun by a summons, and such 
an action is begun when a summons is issued a8 original process. The 
Code, section 199; Patrick v. Joyner, 68 N. C., 578; McArthur v. 
McHachin, 64 N. C, 72. A party may, however, waive the original 
process, by appearing in the action and making defense, as if he had 

been served with such process. Moore v. R. R., 67 N.C., 209 : Middleton 
 u. ‘Duffy, 73 N. C., 72; Etheridge v. Woodley, 83 N. C., "1. 
~ The statute (The ode, sec. 335) provides that “the judges of the 
Superior Courts of this State shall have jurisdiction to grant injunc- 
tions and issue restraining orders in all civil actions and proceedings 
_ which are authorized by law.” The jurisdiction thus conferred is very 
general and comprehensive, and may be exercised at any time after the 
action or proceeding is begun, as above indicated, in the course of — 
‘the action, or summarily at Chambers, as occasion may require. (406) 
The statute (The Code, see. 339) further provides, that “the 
injunction may be granted at the time of commencing the action, or at 
any time afterwards before judgment,” etc.—that is, at the time the 
summons is issued. The purpose of this provision is to require that 
such jurisdiction shall be exercised in an action or proceeding certainly 
begun, but not to delay the exercise of such authority until the defend- 
ant in the action shall be served with original process. It is sometimes 
very important, in order to meet the ends of justice, that a restraining 
order shall be issued, or an injunction granted, without notice to the 
opposite party, at the time the summons is issued and before it is or can 
be served. The nature of the relief sought by injunction in many cases 
implies such exercise of authority, the statute plainly contemplates and 
allows it, and it is common practice to grant such relief. _ 7 
It is not the service of original process that gives force and effect to 
the injunction—these spring out of and are founded in the authority of 
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the judge to grant it, and the party against whom it is directed is bound 
to observe its commands—he disregards them at his peril. The injunce- 
tion is itself process, and notice of it to the defendant is sufficient to 
give it efficacy. 
_ The summons having been issued in this case, the action was begun 
and the judge had authority to grant the injunction by order. The 
objection of the appellant, that the summons had not been served upon 
him, and therefore he was not before the judge, has no force whatever. 
The injunction and notice of it to him gave the judge jurisdiction of 
him, as to it and its purposes in the action begun. He was bound to 
observe its commands while it continued in force; he ventured to disre- 
gard and disobey them, and was therefore guilty of contempt of court. 
The judge clearly had authority to so declare and enforce his 
(407) order by the process of attachment. | 
The court had jurisdiction of the appellant and the subject- 
matter of the action as the same appeared from the affidavits. There- 
fore the order granting the injunction, though it may have been erro- 
neous, was not void, and continued in force until it should be dissolved, 
unless it should be corrected by appeal to this Court, and such appeal 
would not have the effect to dissolve it or impair its force pending the 
appeal. Green v. Griffin, 95 N. C., 50. 
There is no error and the judgment must be 
Affirmed. 


Cited: McClure v. Fellows, 131 N. C., 510; R. R. v. Lumber Co.; 132 
N. C., 650; Wilson v. Bryan, 195 N. C., 362. 


In THE Marter or A. C. PATTERSON anp W. H. DBEAVER. | 
Contempt—Punishment—Hapbeas Corpus. 


1. While a court may by imprisonment, reasonable in its duration, compel 
obedience to any of its proper mandates, its power to punish for contempt — 
in disregarding its orders is restricted to the penalties prescribed in sec- 
tion 649 of The Code. 


2. Where an agent of another State, having the custody of an alleged fugitive 
under. an extradition warrant, apprehending an attempt at rescue, had 
procured two citizens of this State to accompany him as protection against 
violence, and being served with a writ of habeas corpus, commanding him 
to take the prisoner before a judge, refused to obey the writ and escaped 
with him from the jurisdiction of the court, and there was no evidence 
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that the persons acting as guards had actual custody of the prisoner, 
though they were present when the writ was read and knew its contents, 
nor that they aided or counseled the agent to resist or evade the process: 
Held, that the persons acting as such guard did not have the custody of 
the fugitive, and were not guilty of contempt for failure to surrender him 
to the officer charged with the execution of the writ. 


8. It is the duty of the judge, to whom an application for the writ of habeas 
corpus is made, to issue it, if the petition is made in conformity to the 
statute; and it is likewise the duty of all persons to respect and obey it. 
If it has been obtained upon false statements, or by the suppression of 
facts which would prevent its issue, it will be dismissed upon the hearing. 
Until this is done every person who wilfully discbeys its commands or 
unlawfully resists or counsels resistance to its execution, is in contempt. 
and may be puma punished therefor. 


THIs was a. aa —— upon this respondents to ey cause (408) 
why they should not be punished for contempt, heard before 
Graves, J., at Spring Term, 1887, of Buncomse Superior Court. 

One. Charles W. Goodlake was charged in the affidavit of J. E. Con- 
ner, a citizen of Tennessee and sheriff of Hamilton County therein, 
with having made in that State an assault upon J. E. Burlington, with 
intent to commit murder, a crime punishable there by law with soar 
ment in the State prison for a term not less than two years, and as a | 
fugitive from Justice, found in the county of Buncombe, was sare 
under a warrant issued by A. T. Summey, a justice of the peace therein, 
and on 24 December, 1886, committed to the custody of the sheriff of 
Buncombe, to be held under the provisions of section 1165 of The Code. 
The prisoner, on 6 January next ensuing, sued out a writ of habeas 
corpus, issued by Hon. James H. Merrimon, a judge of the Superior 
Court, against the keeper of the common jail of Buncombe, wherein the 
prisoner was detained, requiring him immediately to produce his body 
and make return to the writ before Hon. A. C. Avery, judge, at Mor- 
ganton. 

Upon the Hosting it was adjudged that the arrest and commitment 
were in accordance with law, and, as the agent commissioned by the 
Glovernor of Tennessee to demand aid receive the prisoner for removal 
to that State was not present, that he be recommitted to the sheriff, in - 
whose custody he was, to await the action of the Governor of this State 
upon the requisition of the Governor of Tennessee, if made within 
the time limited by law. <A second application for the writ of (409) 
habeas corpus was presented to the same judge on 19 February, 

1887, in which among other necessary averments, it was alleged that the 

prisoner had been surrendered to the agent of Tennessee, by virtue of an 

order so directing the sheriff from the Governor of this State, for the 

purpose of removal, after which he had been suffered by said agent to go 
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at large, and had been rearrested and held by said sheriff without fur- 
ther lawful authority. The writ was returned before Hon. J. C. 
MacRae, judge, at Hendersonville, and he, overruling all the grounds 
upon which the claim to be discharged was based, recommitted the pris- 
oner to the custody of the sheriff, to be held under. the orders before 
made. 

Pending these proceedings, the said J. EK. Conner was charged, upon 
the oath of the prisoner, with having committed perjury, in swearing out 
the warrant under which the original arrest was made, and he being 
carried before Charles W. Malone, another justice the peace, for 
examination, on 6 March, was discharged. 

Again, for the third time, a similar writ was sued out upon a’ petition 
containing the required averments under section 1627, and among them, 
that the “illegality of the imprisonment in this behalf has not already 
been adjudicated upon by a prior writ of habeas corpus,’ before Hon. 
J. F. Graves, J., then at Marshall, in Madison County, returnable 
before himself instanter, directed to said J. E. Conner, who, at the time 
of making the affidavit, did not have the custody of the prisoner, and to 
whom the prisoner was not delivered until the next day, commanding 
_ the said Conner to bring the body of the prisoner before him at Mar- 

shall, with his return thereto. The writ was awarded on 6 March, and 
at once placed in the hands of M. A. Chandley, sheriff of Madison 

County, for service. On the night of that day the prisoner was 
(410) delivered to the agent, who, with several others accompanying 
him for the purpose of preventing an apprehended forcible at- 
tempt to rescue the prisoner, entered the cars at Asheville, and pro- 
ceeded without interruption until the train reached the town of Mar- 
shall There several persons, among them the sheriff with the writ, 
attempted to enter the car where the prisoner was sitting by the side 
of one of the assistants, when the respondent Patterson forbade him, 
until he was told that the person was the sheriff, and then made no 
resistance, and the sheriff came in, and not finding the agent, Conner, 
read the writ in the hearing of the four assistants present, and demanded 
the body of said Goodlake, which, the sheriff says in his return, was met 
with armed resistance. However, he subsequently found the agent in 
_ the apartment appropriated to the mails, and served the process on him, 
disregarding which mandate the agent proseeden on his way and con- 
veyed the prisoner out of the State. 
_ ‘Thereupon an attachment was awarded against the said Patietson 
and others, to wit: W. H. Deaver, J. D. Croft and T. J. Howard, the 
judge finding that they had the custody of the prisoner and were in con- 
tempt, by virtue of which the said Chandley, sheriff, arrested the said 
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Patterson and Deaver, who alone were apcenaible to service, and brought 
them before the judge to answer therefor. 7 
The said Patterson made answer to the charge under oath and in 
substance (for the answer is too extended to be reported in detail) dis- 
claimed any intent to disobey the mandate of the court, or obstruct the 
sheriff in his efforts to serve it, and stated that his presence with the 
agent was only to aid the agent in resisting any lawless and. forcible 
efforts that it was feared would be made to wrest the prisoner from his 
custody, and prevent his removal. from the State; and that as soon as 
advised of the official character of the sheriff, and the authority con- 
ferred upon him, no opposition of any kind was offered to its exercise, 
and that in all this he acted simply in the protection of the 
agent against lawless violence, if attempted, to obstruct him in Co 
carrylng out the order of the Governor of the State. | 

The court refused the request made by respondents to have the mat- 
ters of fact submitted to a jury. Respondents excepted. | 

The respondents offered to show, that the matters ‘alleged in the peti- 
tion for writ of habeas corpus had been theretofore adjudicated; that 
this writ ought not to have been issued. The court held that the writ 
was issued upon the statements of the petition. Respondents excepted. 

Thereupon a large number of witnesses were orally examined pro 
and con. , 

After hearing all the evidence and the argument of counsel,.the court 
announced its findings of fact, and pronounced judgment. 

The facts found are as follows : 

That there is a sufficient statement in the petition filed by Charles W. 
Goodlake to authorize and compel the court to issue the writ of habeas 
corpus. | 

That Charles W. Goodlake had been imprisoned in the common jail 
of Buncombe County charged, upon a warrant issued by one A. T. 
Summey, a justice of the peace of said county, with having committed an 
assault with intent to kill, in the State of Tennessee, and under that 
charge was held by the sheriff of said county of Buncombe. 

That a writ of habeas corpus had been heretofore sued out on the 
petition of the said Goodlake, and heard before A. C. Avery, one of the 
judges of the Superior Court of the State, in which it was alleged that 
said Goodlake was in the custody of the sheriff of Buncombe County, and 
upon the hearing, Goodlake had been remanded, to await the nes 
_ of the Governor of Tennessee. 

Another writ had been applied for and ooantad: but had not been 
served, and no further action was taken under it. 
| Another writ had been applied for by Goodlake, sligging that (412) 

he was detained by the sheriff of Buncombe ony, which was, 
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heard before i. C. MacRae, one of the judges of the Sanat Court of 
this State, and upon the hearing of that writ Goodlake was agent re- 
manded to the custody of the sheriff of Buncombe County. 7 

‘The fact that these proceedings had been had was not known to me at 
the time the writ was issued. The petition on which I granted the writ 
alleged that the petitioner was in the custody of one J. E. Conner. 

_ J. E. Conner, representing himself to be the agent of the State of 
Tennessee, on Saturday, 5 March, 1887, demanded Goodlake from the 
sheriff of the county, and Goodlake, having obtained a pistol, resisted, 
and refused to allow Conner then to take him. A warrant, issued by a 
justice of the peace of the county of Buncombe, charging Conner with 
perjury, in suing out the warrant on which Goodlake was arrested, was 
then and there served on Conner, and the next day he had a _ hearing 
before the justice of the peace and was discharged. 

_ There had been on Saturday night some disturbances about the jail, 
and a brother of Goodlake being near the jail about midnight, there 
being some twenty or thirty persons near him, said, “do not fear, Char- 
lie,” and added, “we will tear the jail down, if you say so.” | 

The pistol was obtained from Charles W. Goodlake on Sunday. 

One of the brothers of Goodlake tried to borrow a pistol. 

There was some excitement in Asheville on Sunday evening about six: 
o'clock. The sheriff of Buncombe County again went to the jail to | 
_ deliver Goodlake to Conner. Conner requested that the sheriff of Bun- 
_combe County would deliver said Goodlake to him privately, and that 
the respondent A. C. Patterson should accompany him to the Tennessee 

line, to prevent a rescue, as he said. 
(413) Patterson is a deputy of the sheriff of Buncombe County, and 
the said sheriff consented that he should accompany Conner, to 
assist him, to the Tennessee line. 

The respondent W. H. Deaver was the chief of the Dinia Detective 
Agency for Western Division of North Carolina, and Conner requested 
him to go with him to the Tennessee line, to prevent a rescue, as he said, 
and the sheriff of Buncombe County also sammoned him to assist in 
guarding Goodlake to the train and to the switch below the depot. 

Conner and the sheriff of Buncombe County and the respondents did 
have some apprehension that an attempt would be made to take Good- 
lake from the custody of Conner by force. 

There was no real danger of such an attempt. 

The respondents, at the request of Conner and sheriff Worley, went to 
the jail and Goodlake was taken from the jail by the sheriff of the 
county of Buncombe and placed in a covered vehicle, the respondents, 
with the sheriff and some other deputies, got into the same vehicle and 
drove to a hotel near the railroad depot, and got out and went into the 
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depot, and a few minutes later went into the first-class passenger car 
where Goodlake was formally delivered by Patterson, as deputy sheriff, 
to Conner, and at the request of the conductor, Conner, Goodlake, Pat- 
terson, Deaver, Croft and Howard went into the second-clitss passenger 
ear, Goodlake being handcutfed. | 

When the train moved off, Conner, the catnonltants and T. J. Ped 
and T. D. Croft were in the second- lass car without pistols a their 
persons. 

It was expected by Conner that an platen for a writ of habeas 
_ corpus had been or would be made. 

It was known to some of the deputies of Sheriff Worley who went to 
the depot, and to other parties, that a petition for a writ of habeas 
corpus had been sworn to in the jail Saturday night about midnight, 
but it was not communicated by any one to Patterson and Deaver. 
Conner, soon after leaving the railway station at Asheville, (414) 
claimed to be sick, and left the second-class car and was not seen 
in the car again; Howard, Croft and the respondents did remain in the 
second-class car with Goodlake j in their custody... 

When the railway train arrived at the station at Marshall, it first 
went on a side-track, where people do not usually get off, when the sheriff 
of Madison County, with duplicate writs of habeas corpus issued by me, 
sought.to enter the train. He was, at first, forbidden by the respondent 
Patterson, who did not know his official station, to enter, but as soon as 
he made his official character known, Patterson opened the door of the 
ear and told him to come in. Conner was not then in that car. The- 
_ sheriff of Madison made known his business and exhibited his writs of 
habeas corpus. _The respondent Deaver read the writ aloud, and the 
respondent Patterson said, “Read your writ, sheriff, and that will tell 
you what to do.” He had experience as a deputy sheriff, and said it 

must be served on Conner, to whom it was directed, and the respondent 
Deaver contended the same way. One of counsel for petitioner Goodlake 
said, “Howard is Conner’s agent, and he is Conner,” and after the writ 
had been read in Howard’s hearing, the sheriff handed to him the duph- 
cate, which he would not take, and the sheriff then put the duplicate in 
the lap of ‘Howard. About that time the train. moved off, with the 
sheriff and his deputies still on the train. Search was made through the 
train for Conner and he could not be found. , 

The sheriff then returned into the second-class car and told sal of 
the respondents and Croft and Howard that he served the writ on each | 
of them. The respondents replied, “He is not in our custody.” The 
sheriff responded, “Goodlake is here in handcuffs. He is in somebody’s 
custody, and I serve this writ on each one of you.” os 
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As the train moved on, the sheriff of Madison County, with his 
(415) assistants, continued the search for Conner, and finally he was 
found, disguised as a fireman in the mail car, covered over with 
mail bags, and the writ was served on him; and the sheriff of Madison 
County handed to him the writ and petition on which it was issued, for 
him to read, expecting him to obey it. Conner took the writ and the 
petition and carried them off with him. This was in the State of North 
Carolina. The respondents were informed that the writ had also been 
served on Conner, but with this information they, with the said Croft, 
Howard and Conner, went on, and. carried the said Goodlake beyond the | 
limits of this State, into the State of Tennessee. 

The defendants now swear that they had no control over, the said 
Goodlake, and that it is beyond their power now to produce him before 
the court; and I find as a fact that the said Charles W. Goodlake is now 
out of their control, and that they cannot produce him. 

I further find that at the time the writ of habeas corpus was served 
upon the respondents he was then in their custody. | 

I further find that the said respondents wilfully disregarded and dis- 
obeyed the said writ. 

And I further find that the said respondents wilfully dsaiste the 
said J. E. Conner in his attempt to evade the service of said writ. 

It is considered by the Court, that when a petition for a writ of 
habeas corpus states matters of fact sufficient to authorize the Court to 
issue such writ, the Court cannot refuse to issue the writ, although 
facts subsequently developed may show that the statements in the peti- 
tion are not true; and although one upon whom such writ is served may 
believe the writ was obtained upon false statement in the petition, he 
-eannot, for that reason, be excused for disobeying it. 

It is further considered by the Court, that when a return is made and 
the body is not produced, except in case of the sickness of the person in 

whose behalf the petition is filed, the Court will not inquire 


_ (416) into the matter as to whether the capture and detention 1 is lawful 


or not. 

It is further considered by this Court, that when upon ‘the return and 
the proofs to support it, that in fact the respondents: cannot produce the 
body, because it is beyond their power and control, the Court will not — 
imprison until the body is produced, because the Court will not require 
an. impossible thing to be done. 

It is further considered by the court, that where the writ of habeas 
corpus had been duly served upon the respondents, as in this case, and 
at the time of such service, the petitioner, as in this case, Charles W. 
 Goodlake, was in the actual custody of these respondents, they cannot 
be heard to say that the petitioner Goodlake was in the custody of a 
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superior officer, when said superior officer, as in this case, J. E. Conner, - 
was hiding and disguising himself, to evade me service of the writ, , and 
thereby excuse themselves. 

It is further considered by the court, that ese respondents have ssi 
_ fully disobeyed the writ of habeas corpus served upon them, while the 
petitioner Goodlake was in their custody, and thereby were guilty of a 
gross contempt of court, and cannot now purge themselves by saying they 
‘did not intend the necessary consequences of their own act, by now 
denying that they intended any contempt of court. 

It is therefore considered and adjudged, that the said respondents are 


in contempt of the court; and it is ordered and adjudged that the said _ 


respondents, A. C. Patterson and W. H. Deaver, be each of them im- 
prisoned in the common jail of the county of Buncombe for the term of 
sixty days, and that they be each amerced and fined the several sums of 
two thousand dollars. And the said A. C. Patterson and W. H. Deaver 
being now here before me, and the sheriff of the said county of Bun- 
combe being now here present, it is ordered that the said sheriff do 
forthwith take into his custody the said A. C. Patterson and the said 
~ W. H. Deaver and hold them in close confinement in the said 
common jail of Buncombe County until the end of the sixty days (417) 
imprisonment, and that he hold in person each one of them there- 
after until he shall have paid the fine imposed on him. 

It is further ordered, that the respondents pay the costs of this pro- 
ceeding, to be taxed by the clerk of the Superior Court of Buncombe 
— County.” 7 | 

To these findings of fact and the judgment: thereon pronounced, as 
respondents asa and appealed. 


CU. A. Moore (and P. A. ends by rit), jee respondents. 
No counsel, contra. 


Surirn, C. J., after stating the case: The judge finds as a fact that the 
prisoner Goodlake is out of the State and beyond the control of said 
Patterson, who, with the correspondent Deaver, against whom the pro- 
ceedings are directed, “cannot produce him.” The action now taken is 
not, therefore, to compel obedience to any mandate of the court, for this 
has become impracticable, but as punitory only in its aims and opera- 
tion. The parties still remain exposed to a criminal prosecution for the 
_ offense, in which, upon conviction by a jury, ample punishment can be 
awarded. Neither is it a means of coercing obedience, in the power of 
the party to render, to an order of the court properly entered in a pro- 
ceeding before the court, in furtherance of its object. If it were, the 
power to imprison, reasonable in duration, would be commensurate with 
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the attainment of its purpose, as is decided in Cromartie v. Commis- 
stoners. of Bladen, 85 N. C., 211. But as a means of punishment merely, — 
in addition to that which may be inflicted upon an indictment, and this 
upon facts found by the judge without a jury, Baker v. Cordon, 86 
N. C., 116, limits have been fixed by law upon the exercise of the power, 
| The Code, sec. 649. 
(418) In declaring what acts, omissions and es may. be ened 
for contempt, and excluding all others, are enumerated, section 
648, paragraphs 4 and 5, “wilful disobedience of any process or order — 
lawfully issued by any court”; “resistance wilfully offered by any person | 
to the lawful order or process of any court”; and in section 651, the 
power is declared to belong to “every justice of the peace, referee, com- 
missioner, clerk of.a Superior, inferior and criminal court,” as well as to 
the Justices of the Supreme and judges of the Superior Court, “while 
sitting for the trial of causes or engaged in official duties.” in re 
Brinson, 73 N. C., 278. 

As the authority 3 is conferred upon so large a class of officers, while 
exercising judicial functions, and when the guilt of the offender is to be 
ascertained without the intervention of a jury, as the right and at the 
instance of the accused; Baker v. Cordon, supra, there have been limits 
. assigned as well as the kinds of punishment allowed, and it is declared in 
section 649, that it “shall be by fine or imprisonment, or both, in the 
discretion of the court; the fine not to exceed two hundred and fifty 
dollars and the imprisonment not to exceed thirty days.” In re Walker, 
82 N. C., 95. 3 

The present case falls directly within the terms of the statute, and we 
are at a loss to find upon what grounds the able and learned judge, who 
imposed the sentence of imprisonment for sixty days and a fine of two 
thousand dollars, on each of the offending parties, felt warranted in 
doing so, unless he overlooked the distinction we have pointed out, in — 
the cases referred to in this opinion. We have no hesitancy in recogniz- 
ing the right of the General Assembly to pass the act defining and pun- 
ishing contempts, as is done in the provisions we have cited, inasmuch as 
they do not undertake to deprive the court, nor could they ‘do so, of any 
of its inherent and essential functions, without which their duties, as 
judicial tribunals, could not be performed. 

| This renders necessary the reversal of ie judgment eaeed 
_ (419) by the judge below, and disposes of the appeal, without further 
a examination of the case in reference to numerous other eXCep- _ 
tions; but as it may facilitate the final settlement of the controversy, we 
will notice one of them, and that is to the effect that there is no evidence 
of a wilful disobedience of the mandate, nor of a wilful resistance to 
its enforcement, the first of which is found by the judge as a fact. 
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It is quite apparent that the legal custody of Goodlake was with the 
agent Conner, and the execution of the writ consisted in making it known 
to the party detaining the prisoner, and this is done by leaving him a 
copy. It was thus served upon the agent, and the respondent could not 
legally take the control and possession of the prisoner from him, for 
_ whose defense against lawless and overpowering force if required, he was 
on the train. There is no evidence’ of his having the custody, so as to 
be able to produce the body without invading the rightful authority of 
the agent, conferred by the writ of extradition, that was being exercised 
in conveying the fugitive to the State wherein his alleged offense was 
committed. If he had counseled, or in any way aided in, the disobedience 
of the writ, so that the agent was induced or enabled to evade the requisi- 
tion made upon him, he might, perhaps, have been responsible for the 
nonproduction of the body, or for resisting the order, a result wilfully 
brought about by such participation in the conduct of the agent, by 
which the purposes of the writ were frustrated. But we see no evidence 
of this in the proofs offered, nor of opposition to the service of the order, 
unless it be in the objection to the sheriff’s entering the cars, and this 
plainly proceeded from the belief that he was not an officer armed with 
authority, for as soon as the sheriff announced his official character, no 
resistance was made to his entering and executing the order. It is true, 
the agent had secreted himself in another part of the train, leaving his 
prisoner in the seat by the side of his assistant Howard, upon 
whom service was made, as it was afterwards made upon the (420) 
agent himself; but it is not shown that the respondent, by act or 
word, interposed any obstacle in the sheriff’s way or hindrance to his 
execnting the writ. We do not, therefore, find any testimony to support 
or to warrant an inference of a wilful disobedience of the order of the 
court, upon which the respondent was adjudged to be in contempt. This 
is the finding, and not that of resistance to the officer, upon which the 
penalty has been adjudged, and we must sustain this exception to the — 
ruling. | 

While implicit submission to judicial authority, lawfully used, 18 an 
inexorable: requirement of every one, and the judge acted rightly in 
awarding the writ upon the verified statements in the application, the 
process of the court had been grossly abused by the prisoner, in his 
repeated efforts to thwart the proceeding for extradition required by the 
Constitution of the United States, and enforced by the statute in this 
State, in the three different suings out of the writ in each of which he 
was required, in order to obtain it, to swear “that the legality of his 
imprisonment or restraint has not been already adjudged,” and im- 
posing upon the judge, from whom it was last sued out. It was his 
duty to issue it and enforce obedience, notwithstanding he would have 
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dismissed the proceeding when regularly brought before him, and it was 
seen that the prisoner was in lawful custody of the agent under the 
highest authority, which had already been twice before adjudged to be 
lawful, yet it was rightly ruled that this defense was only available 
when the case was before the judge, and formed no execuse for the con- 
duct of the agent in carrying away the prisoner in defiance of the order, 
and he would, doubtless, have been held amenable to the heaviest penal- - 
ties of a violated law. And so would have been his associate, who had 
charge of the prisoner, in fact was a confederate, as we understand his 

relations to the cause, in the criminal misbehavior of his prin- 
(421) cipal. But the testimony does not establish the finding of his — 

participation 1 in it, and for this reason, also, as well as for the 
excess in the punishment, the judgment must be eeveneed: and the error 
corrected. It 1s so adjudged. 

Error. 


Cited: Bristol vy. Pearson, 109 N. C., 721; In re Brown, 168 N. C., 
423; In re Parker,177 N. C., 468; Keyes v. Alligood, 178 N. C., 21. 


DAVIS EDWARDS v. G. V. COWPER. 


Jurisdiction of Justices of the Peace—Pleading—Statute— 
— Constitution—Wawer of Tort. | 


1. Whenever it appears upon the trial of a civil action in a justice’s court, or 
upon the hearing of any appeal therefrom, that the title to real estate is 
in controversy, the action must be dismissed for want of jurisdiction, 
notwithstanding that defense may not have been made in writing, as re- 
quired by the statute—The Code, sec. 836. 


2. When the action is based upon the tortious act of the defendant, and the © 
damages are ascertained to be greater than fifty dollars; or where the 
right to recover involves a question of title, the question of jurisdiction is 
determined, and the plaintiff cannot avoid it by waiving the tort, and de- 
claring for the value of the property alleged to have been converted. 


Tus was a civil acon: tried upon an appeal from a eiraaioe s court, 
before Avery, J., at Spring Term, 1887, of Herrrorn Superior Court. 
The plaintiff offered testimony tending to show that the defendant, 
without authority, had cut, removed and sold a number of trees from 
lands claimed by him. . | 
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The defendant offered testimony tending to show that the trees were 
not. on lands belonging to plaintiff, and denied orally his title to the 
locus. It appeared that the lands of plaintiff and defendant ad- 
joined, and there was a controversy as to the location of the (422) 
dividing line, 

There were no written pleadings. The plaintiff had declared ore 
tenus that he waived the tort and declared for money received to his 
use. The defendant at close of testimony moved the court to dismiss the 
action for want of jurisdiction in the justice of the peace, on the ground 
that under section 29, Article IV, of the Constitution, justices of the 
peace are prohibited from trying actions involving the title of land, and 
that prohibition cannot be avoided on account of a failure by defendant 
to plead the jurisdiction in the justice’s court. 

The plaintiff insisted, first, that the tort had been waived and. ie had 
sued on contract. Secondly) that the defendant could only have availed 
himself of the objection that the title of the land was in controversy, 
by putting his objection 1 In writing. ? 

There was a verdict in favor of the plaintiff, assessing his damages at 
$54, and finding that defendant sold the trees for $60.75. After verdict, 
on motion of the defendant’s counsel, the court held that the action | 
should be dismissed for want of jurisdiction, and gave judgment accord- 
ingly. 

‘The plaintiff had also moved the court for judgment i in his favor, in 
accordance with the verdict, for the amount received by the defendant 
for the lumber, and for costs. The motion was refused. The plaintiff 
excepted to the refusal of the court to grant his motion and also to the 
judgment rendered, and appealed. | 


E. C. Sinath for plainteff. 
Na counsel for defendant. 


Smrru, C. J. Justices of the peace shall have exclusive jurisdiction 
of all civil actions founded on contract except: (1) wherein the sum de- 
manded, exclusive of interest, exceeds two hundred dolor and (2) 
wherein the title to real estate is in controversy. 

The General Assembly may give to justices of the peace juris- (423) 
diction of other civil actions wherein the value of the property in 
controversy does not exceed fifty dollars. Cons., Art. IV, sec. 27. | 

This power has been exercised, and it has been enacted that such 
justices shall have concurrent jurisdiction with the Superior Court, “of 
civil actions not founded on contract wherein the value of the property 
in controversy does not exceed fifty dollars.” The Code, sec. 887. 
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-. The statute further provides that the defendant, when sued in a jus- 
tice’s court, may set up in defense any matter showing that the title to 
real estate will come in question, and this must be in the form of a 
written answer, signed by himself or his attorney, and delivered to the 
justice. Section 836. If it appears on the trial that the title to real 
estate is in controversy, “the gue shall dismiss ue action” at the 
plaintifi’s cost. Section 837. 7 

If the latter section, in connection with ‘hat preceding, be construed 
to require the defense to be made in writing, and the action only to be 
dismissed when this is done, and the justice to proceed with the trial 
_ when the prerequisite is not observed, even when at the hearing it 
appears that such title must be proved - order to a recovery, it would 
seem to be an assertion and exercise of a jurisdiction expressly pened 
by the Constitution. _ 

Indeed, the lagt section expressly declares, that when at the trial it 
appears that the title to real estate is drawn in controversy the action 
shall be dismissed, and if, on appeal, the defect of jurisdiction is. ap- 
parent to the court, even after the empaneling of the jury, the judge 
must do what the justice is required to do, refuse to proceed, and dismiss 
the action. Parker v. Allen, 84 N. C., 466; Poster v. sit Le 77 
3 N. C., 160. 

(424) These propositions relate, however, to jurisdiction over con- 

tracts, and here the action is for a trespass in cutting timber upon 
lands alleged to belong to the plaintiff and converting them to the de- 
fendant’s use, an action essentially in tort, and where the value of them 
is in excess of the constitutional limit of fifty dollars—the damages 
claimed and. ascertained in the verdict being sixty dollars and sevetny: 
five cents. 

~The <urisdiction 18 attempted to be supported upon the ground of a 
waiver of the trespass, and as a ratification of the defendant’s agency in 
selling the trees, a claim to the moneys for which they were sold. If the 
wrongful act was a trespass upon personal property,: the owner may 
waive the tort and sue for money received to his use; and the value of 
_ the trees when felled may be the measure of the plaintiff’s damages, when 
the action is for an injury to the plaintiff’s land; but this.is a rule ap- 
pertaining to the form of the action under the old. practice, and cannot 
have the effect of conferring a jurisdiction not given over the subject- 
matter of the claim. The discrimination is made in the Constitution, 
and when the action originates in a tortious act, the jurisdiction is de- - 
termined. The defendant, unauthorized, cut, removed and sold growing © 
trees claimed by the plaintiff to be on hig land and within his boundaries. 
This the defendant disputes, and the result of the suit involved an in- 
quiry into title, the committing of the trespass on the plaintiff’s side of 
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the dividing boundary line; and the damages are stated in the warrant 
issued by the justice to be and so found to be, both in his court and by the 
jury in the Superior Court, above the maximum allowed for torts under 
the statute authorized by, and i in borsuaner of, the constitutional amend- 
ment of 1875. 

We are of opinion that the fi aunion did not exist, and there was no — 
error in the dismissal of the action. 
Affirmed. 


Cited: Bowers v. R. R., 107 N. C., 722; Land Co. v. Brooks, 109 
N. C., 700; eee v. Fayettevulle, 122 N. G., 485; White v. ee 145 
N. C., 36. 


(425) 
Z. N. REAVHES v. H. DAVIS anp G. D. ROBERSON. 


Administration—Final Account—Statute of Lamétations—Liahility 
of Surety—Reference—E idence. 


1. Until the final tencants of administrators and executors are properly filed, 
made and audited, the statute of Pniatione prescribed in The Code, 
sec, 154, will not begin to run. 


. Where there is any evidence, the finding of za by a PeneECe upon an issue 
submitted to him is conclusive. 

3. The measure of the liability of a surety upon an administrator's bond is 
the amount of assets shown to have been or which should have been 
received by his principal; a general allegation and finding that the ad- 
ministrator mismanaged the estate, will not extend the liability of the 
surety. | | | 

4, The conditions of an Jaminisivation bond include responsibility 1 for pro« 
ceeds of real estate sold for the payment of debts. 

'5. Where the administration was granted and bond filed in  Neveniben: 1870, 

and suit was brought against the administrator upon a debt due from his 

intestate in 1876, which resulted in judgment for the creditor in 1879, and 
this not being paid, suit was instituted on the administration bond in 

June, 1881,, to recover the amount due on said judgment: Held, that the 

-action was not barred as against either the administrator or the sureties. 


Tuts was a civil action, tried before Avery, J., at Fall Term, 1886, 
of Manison: Superior Court, upon report of cis and exceptions. 

This action is on the administration bond executed by the defendants, 
H. Davis, as principal, and G. D. Roberson, as surety, on the issue of 
letters of administration to the former, on the estate of Philip Ingle, by 
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the plaintiff, a creditor, who had before recovered judgment for his debt, 
against the administrator. The complaint charges that there are, or 
ought to be, assets in his hands applicable to and sufficient in amount for 
the discharge of said debt. The answer denies all and singular the alle- 
| gations made in the complaint, and avers as a defense, that the 
(426) estate has been fully administered and a final account filed in the 
clerk’s office; that the fund has been exhausted in payment of 
costs incurred and debts against the intestate of prior or greater dignity, 
and that the action is barred by the statute of imitations, and especially 
as to the surety. | 

The case was referred to P. A. Gunalies in general terms to inquire 
into and report an account of the administration, and, as understood by 
him, to pass upon all the issues arising upon the pleadings. This order 
he has performed, and made his report, finding as follows: 

1. The debts due by the intestate when the administrator entered upon 
his trust, were, in amount, two hundred and fifty-two dollars and thirty- 
s1x cents. 

2. Personal assets of the vali of thirty-two dollars and fifty-five 
cents, and moneys derived from his sale of land, in amount five hundred 
sixty-nine dollars and twenty-five cennta,. passed into his hands. 

3. The action is not obstructed by the statutory bar as to either de- 
_ fendant. | | 

4. Of the sum of one hundred dollars paid into the clerk’s office by the 
administrator, all has been applied to a bill of costs incurred in the case 
of Reaves v. Davis, administrator, except the sum of thirty dollars, 
which remains there. - 

The referee finds, as conclusions of law, as follows: 

1. The administrator is entitled to credits, supported by vouchers, 
except a small sum admitted, in the aggregate sum of three hundred and 
fifty-eight dollars and twenty-four cents, besides his commissions, which 
increase the sum to four hundred fifteen dollars and twenty-five cents. 

2. Certain enumerated vouchers exhibited were disallowed, to wit: (1) 
A claim for costs paid in a suit. brought by said intestate guardian 
against King, as not a proper charge in the administration account, inas- 
| much as it was on behalf of the minor children of the intestate; 
(427) (2) the charge for mileage and attendance at court where the 

land was sold; (3) for an amount purporting to have been paid 
to attorneys for professional services, in the sum of one hundred dollars, 
for the reason that the claim was not made in the account rendered; the 
services so rendered were in part by other counsel; some of it since the 
commencement of this suit; and that as sixty-five dollars for fees of 
counsel has already been allowed, this further sum was unreasonable and 
exorbitant in so small an estate. 
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3. The administrator has sitenianaieel the estate—has paid icumnas 
for which it was not liable—has not rendered any account, as the law | 
requires, and has not performed the conditions of his bond. 

4, The debt due the plaintiff after applying thereto the moneys in the © 
hands of the clerk, and with interest to 2 August, 1886, is. ($377.07) 
three hundred seventy-seven dollars and seven cents, which sum, with 
interest on ($266.02) two hundred sixty-six dollars and two cents, the 
plaintiff is entitled to recover on the bond, as damages for the breach of 
its conditions. 

The defendant filed exceptions thereto, which, upon this: hearing, were 
overruled, the report confirmed, and judgment pen aeed from which the 
defendants appealed. The exceptions are as follows: 

1. That the referee found as a fact that the said George D. Roberson 
was surety on said bond, without any evidence. 

2. That the referee found as a fact, that defendant H. Davis had not 
made a final settlement as administrator, but that it was a pretended 
settlement. 

3. That the referee found as a fact, that at the time the administrator 
entered upon the duties of said administration, the indebtedness 
amounted to only $252.36, aud that there was no pending litigation, 
without any evidence. 

4, That said referee found as a fact, that the administrator had 
vouchers for money paid out on said estate to the amount of 
$415.25, and that he only returned a balance in his hands of (428) 
$191.55, and at the same time that plaintiff is entitled to the 
pane of his debt, to the amount of $377.07. 

5. That said Sel cee found as a fact, that the receipt filed by J. M. 
Gudger, Jr., and J. M. Gudger, Sr., was only for services rendered in the 
case of J. W. Reaves against H. Davis; without any evidence. 

_ 6. That said referee pence the interest on the debt of J. W. 
Reaves. 

7, That the referee found as a fact, that said administrator was not 
entitled to any mileage, or days alibwed 4 in attending on days of sale of 
personal. property, or time even in attending trials. That there is no 
evidence to support his finding that the plaintifi’s debts v were not barred 
by the statute of limitations. 

8, That the referee allowed the said administrator commissions to the 
amount only of $43.89, when he was entitled, as by his own report, to- 
fees $60 to $75, and a the allowance of hays and mileage. 

9. That said bond was given to secure the administrator’s property of 
the personal estate, and that the real estate being valued miore than the 
bond, the law requires a larger bond before said sale could be ordered. 
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10. That there is no evidence to show that plaintiff has an actual debt 
against the estate of Philip Ingle, deceased, or the amount of said debt 
or Judgment, or the date thereof, or me time it was presented for pay- 
ment. 


C. A. Moore for plaintiff. 
Theo. F. Dawidson ee defendants. 


SamitH, C. J,, eee stating tie ease: 1 Exception. The administra- 
tion bond on exhibit shows the suretyship of the defendant Roberson. 

_ 9 Ex. What purports to be the final account rendered does not 
(429) come up to the requirements of the statute, The Code, secs. 1402 

and 154, and is fatally defective, in putting in operation the limi- 
tation in the last mentioned section in favor of the obligees, upon an 
inspection of the exhibit. 

3 Ex. There was evidence of the amount of the indebtedness of the 
intestate furnished in the documents produced before the referee, and 
the finding of the fact 18 conclusive. These exceptions are properly 
overruled. 

4 Ex. The. first and second findings of the vterea s conclusions of law 
sustain this exception, for the difference between the credits allowed and 
the debt charged, to wit, one hundred and ninety-one dollars and fifty- 
five cents ($191.55), 1s the sum “that should bein the hands of the ad- — 
ministrator,” and this is the measure of the liability upon the bond. The 
general finding of mismanaging the fund i is too indefinite to extend the 
liability further. 

5 Ex. The receipt for services rendered by counsel shows upon its face 
what they were for; and the reasons, at least some of them, in the 
absence of any proof of their extent and value, given for not allowing the 
charge in the report, warrant the rejection of the claim. 

6 Ex. This exception is put out of the way by the ruling upon excep- 
tion four, which limits the recovery to the value of the assets with which 
the defendants are chargeable upon the bond. 

7 Ex. The ruling upon this exception 1s sustained and it 1s disallowed. 

8 Ex. The same disposition is made of this exception. 

_ 9 Ex. The administration bond, in express terms, includes “proceeds 
of has real estate that.may be sold for the payment of the debts of the 
deceased, which shall at any time come into the possession of the said 
administrator,” etc., and the security furnished in this land is 
(480) in no way ea paeed: by a neglect. in requiring an additional bond 
for a further security. 
10 Ex. This exception is wholly without support. 
. . 842 | 
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The judgment must be reformed so that the recovery shall be confined _ 
to the value of the assets, as ascertained by the refered and already men- — 
tioned, which is the measure of damages sustained by reason of the 
| breach of the conditions of the bond, and judgment will be entered for 
the penalty, to be discharged by the payment of such damages, and 
interest may be allowed from the time when it might have been paid. 


Davis, J. The foregoing opinion was prepared by the Chief Justice 
at the last term of this Court, but at the request of counsel for the de- 
fendant, who did not argue the case upon its merits at that term, it was 
withheld, that we might have the benefit of further argument on behalf 
of the defendant. At the present term we have had an interesting and 
able argument from Mr. Davidson, chiefly upon the defense interposed 
by the statute of limitations, but, after a careful review, we ae to the 
conclusion at which we first aecived: 

It having been found that the alleged final account was not such as the 
statute contemplated (and, in fact, it appears from the record that it 
was never audited or passed upon at all), it is elearly not within section 
154, subsection 2, of The Code, which limits the time “within six years 
after the auditing: of his final account by the proper officer,” etc. As no 
account had been audited, that section could not protect the defendant. 
But it is insisted that if the administrator himself is not protected, the 
defendant Roberson, the surety, is protected by the three years bar con- 
tained in section 155, subsection 6, of The Code, and “that there is no 
evidence to support the referee’s finding that the plaintiff’s debts were 
not barred by the statute.” Though the dates are not given by the 
referee in his report, it appears from the record, upon which his 
finding was based, that the alleged breach was the failure to pay (431) 
the judgment finally rendered at the January Term, 1879, of this 
Court, and that the summons in this action was cased on 18 J une, 
1881, shieh was within the three years. | 

With the modification in regard to the fourth exception, as contained 
in the foregoing opinion, the judgment is affirmed. 

Judgment. modified and affirmed. © 


_ Cited: Battle v. Mayo, 102 N. C., 485; Lanning v. Commissioners, 
106 N. C., 511; Gill v. Cooper, 111 N. C., 313. . 
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Registration—Deeds in Trust—M ortgages—Purchasers—Domicile. 


1. Deeds in trust and mortgages, conveying personal property, must be regis- 
tered in the county where the maker resides, except where he is a non- 
resident, in which case they must be registered in the county where the 
property, or some part thereof is situate, otherwise they are void as 
against creditors and purchasers for value. . 


2. The vendees in a conveyance to secure creditors are purchasers for valu- 
able consideration. 


THIS was a civil action, tried before Graves, J., at March Term, 1887, 
of Buncomssr Superior Court. 

The material facts of the case are these: M. Ww. Roverisou was, on and 
prior to 3 December, 1884, and ever afterwards, indebted to Wallace 
Bros. in the sum of ‘$1, 265. 79, due by note of that date, and on that 
day he executed to the defendant a deed in trust, to secure the payment 
of note mentioned, whereby he purported to convey to the defendant, for 
the purpose mentioned. his certain stock of goods, situate in his store- 

house, in the iowa of Burnsville, in the county of Yancey. This 
(432) deed was registered in the last named county on the 21st day of 

the same month, and afterwards in the county of Buncombe, on 
2 February, 1885. 

Afterwards on 27 January, 1885, the said M. W. Robertson, being 
largely indebted to divers persons, his creditors, in order to secure and 
provide for. the payment of their debts respectively, executed to the — 
plaintiffs his other deed of trust, whereby he conveyed and assigned to 
them in trust, for the purpose last mentioned, real and personal property 
including rights and credits, situate in the county of Buncombe, and 
also the stock of goods situate in the county of Yancey, embraced in, 
and which he purported to convey by, the deed of trust first above men- 
tioned, to the defendant. The deed to the plaintiffs was duly proven. 
and registered in the county of Buncombe on the same day it was 
— executed. 

This action was brought to recover the property eas in the deed 
of trust executed to the defendant. On the trial, M. W. Robertson, who 
executed the deeds mentioned above, testified that. he resided and did 
business in Weaverville, in the county of Buncombe, from 20 October, 
1883, until 27 January, 1885; that he “had a branch stock of goods in- 
Burnsville,” in Yancey County, and did “a general mercantile business” 
there from 1 June, 1884, until 27 January, 1885, when he executed the 
deed of trust named by plaintiffs. 
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Among other things, the eourt instructed-the jury that: 

“In deeds in trust for personal property the deed in trust must be 
registered in the county in which the person making the deed in trust 
resides, if he be a resident of the State. This makes it necessary to de- 
termine where Robertson, the alleged grantor, resided. If he lived at the 
time the alleged deeds in trust were made in Buncombe County, then 
Buncombe County was the proper county, and a registration in 
Yancey County would not be a legal registration. If Robertson ( 433) 
lived in Buncombe County, then the next question to be deter- 
mined is, which of the deeds in trust was first registered 1 in Buncombe 
County? This question is material, for deeds in trust have effect as 
to ereditors only from registration. If plaintiffs’ deed was first legally 
registered in Buncombe County, then they would become the legal 
owners of the property, although the defendant’s deed in trust may have 
been written first, and first recorded in Yancey County.” 

To this charge ‘the defendant excepted. 

There was a verdict and sudenent for the plaintiffs, and the defendant 
appealed. 


W. W. Jones for plaontcff. 
C. A. Moore for defendant. 


Merrion, J., after stating the case: All the evidence produced on the 
trial, bearing upon that point, tended to prove that the maker of both 
the deeds of trust in question resided in the county of Buncombe, and 
that he conducted his principal business in that county, while he con- 
ducted-a branch of it in the county of Yancey. Under. appropriate 
instructions from the court, the jury found the fact so to be, and it must 
be so accepted for the purposes of this action. 

The statute (The Code, sec. 1254) provides that, “no deed of trust, 
or mortgage for real or personal estate, shall be valid: at law to pass any 
property as against creditors or purchasers for a valuable consideration 
from the donor, bargainor, or mortgagor, but from the registration of 
such deed of trust, or mortgage, in the county where the land lieth; or in 
_case of personal estate, where the donor, bargainor, or mortgagor resides ; 
or in case the donor, bargainor, or mortgagor shall reside out of the 
State, then in the county where the said personal estate or some part of 
same is situate; or in cases of choses in action, where the donee, 
bargainee, or mortgagee resides.” Applying this statutory pro- (434) 
vision to the case before us, we are of opinion that the plaintiffs 
had title to the property in question and were entitled to recover. 

It appears that the bargainor in both the deeds of trust mentioned, at 
and before the time he executed the same, resided in this State and in the 
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county of Buncombe. The first of the two deeds was executed to the 
appellant and purported to convey personal estate of the bargainor, 
situate in the county of Yancey. Under the statute just cited, it could 
operate at all and be valid “as against creditors and purchasers for a 
valuable consideration,” only from the time of its registration in the 
county of Buncombe. Its registration in the county of Yancey went for 
naught and served no purpose, because the bargainor resided in the 
county of Buncombe, and the deed purported to convey personal estate; 
to give it the effect intended, registration in the latter county was essen- 
tial. Before it was registered in the last mentioned county, the bar- 
gainor, by his second deed of trust, conveyed the same and other prop- 
erty to the appellees, and this deed was duly registered on the day of its — 
execution in the county of Buncombe. The appellees, as has been de- 
cided in like cases, were purchasers for a valuable consideration, and as 
their deed was registered in the proper county before that of the de- 
fendant, they got the title to the property in controversy. Fleming v. 
Burgin, 2 Tred. Eq., 584; Robinson v. Willoughby, 70 N. C., 358; Todd 
v. Outlaw, 79 N.C., 935 : Bank v. Manufacturing Co., 96 N. C., 305. 
It was suggested on the argument by the counsel of the appellant 
that, as the bargainor in the deed of trust to the appellant, conducted a 
branch of his business in the county of Yancey, he had such a residence 
there was sufficient to render a registration of the deed there valid. 
It may be that a person can have residence in two or more counties in 
the State, and that the registration of a deed of trust or mort- 
(485). gage executed by him would be sufficient in any one of the coun- 
ties where he resided, but we need not decide that this is. so, 
because there was no evidence that the bargainor resided in Yancey 
County at all; he conducted a branch of his business there, and the 
evidence went to prove that he prosecuted it through an agent. . The 
mere fact that he had personal property there did not constitute resi- 
dence. The purpose of the statute is to have the deed of trust or mort- 
gage registered in the county where the donor, bargainor, or mortgagor 
has actual personal residence; and the reason is, that persons interested, 
_ to have knowledge in such respect, would go to the county where a per- 
son resides to see what disposition he had made of his personal property 
by deeds and other instruments required to be registered; they would not 


ordinarily look elsewhere. The statutory a 1s too plain to 


be mistaken. 

‘The counsel for the appellant contended, aie that as the latter got 
actual possession of the property under the deed to him, such possession 
rendered his title good and effectual. This is a inisapprehension. The 
deed as against the appellees was absolutely void, and passed no title 
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to the appellant—he had the simple possession of the property without 
any right or title thereto as against creditors and purchasers for a 
valuable consideration—the title did not pass out of the bargainor to 
the appellant—the former, notwithstanding his deed to the latter, had 
capacity to convey and did convey the property to the appellees by the 
_ deed of trust executed to them. The statute rendered the deed of trust 
to the appellant wholly nugatory as to the appellees. | 

J udgment affirmed. 


Cited: Hues Allen, 104 N. Cc, 90; Banks. Con, 1 171 N. C., 79. 


> 7 | ae (486) 
WILLIAM Me. HEMPHILL v. J. H. HEMPHILL. 


Evidence—M astake—Correction of Deed—Trust—Trial—Lapse 
of Time—Possession. 


1. While a mistake in a deed cannot be corrected, or a decd absolute upon its 

face converted into a trust upon a mere preponderance of the evidence, or 

_ without proof of some fact dehors the deed inconsistent with the idea 

of absolute ownership, yet if issues are submitted to a jury without objec- 

tion, and no exceptions are taken to the testimony and no instructions 

requested, the finding of fact by the jury cannot be reversed by the trial 
court, sitting as a chancellor, or by the Supreme Court, on appeal. 


2. A Court of Equity will never refuse to lend its aid to relieve a party where | 
he has been in continuous possession of the estate to which the caty. is 
- incident. 


Tus was a civil action, tried before Montgomery, J., at August Term, 
1887, of BuncomsBeE Superior Court. | 
‘The plaintiff alleges in substance: 

1. That prior to 14 April, 1877, he was the owner in fee of the tract 
of land described in the complaint containing about 7 a5 acres, and of 
the value of $5,000 or $6,000. . 

2, That he had mortgaged a portion of aid land, and there was a 
judgment against him as one of the sureties of J. M. Young, sheriff, 
and under the mortgage and execution on the judgment, the a was 
sold. 

8. That the dietsncant we is the son of the plaintiff, became iis 
purchaser of the land at ‘both sales, and paid for the same about $966, 
under an agreement between the plaintiff and defendant that the latter 
should purchase the land, take the deed therefor, and hold the same for 
the plaintiff, and convey to him when he should reimburse him the 
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money paid, with interest therefor, “and in case he should fail to do so, 
his other children should have the right to do so, to such an extent as to 
| make them equal owners in the said land with the defendant.” 
(437) 4. That relying upon this agreement and believing he was 
still the owner of the land, subject to the said incumbrance of 
$966, and interest, he had remained in possession since the sales, treating | 
it as his own, listing it for taxation, paying taxes, etc., the defendant ~ 
cultivating a portion of it the last year with plaintiff’s consent. 
_ 5. That shortly prior to the beginning of this action he learned that 
it was the purpose of the defendant to ignore and refuse compliance 
with said agreement, and claim the land as his own, by virtue of the 
deed made to him as purchaser, etc., and turn the plaintiff out of: pos- 
session. Thereupon the plaintiff applied to the defendant, to know if. 
he would receive the money, and interest, and convey to the plaintiff, 
offering at once to procure the money, and interest, if he would accept 
the same and convey the land to the plaintiff, but he declared that he 
would not accept the said money or convey the lands to the plaintiff, 
_ but that he claimed the land as his own. 

6. That the defendant has cut and removed eam the land, and used 
and sold large quantities of valuable timber, the value of which he is 
entitled to have credited on the amount due feoni him to the defendant 
for the money paid on the land. 

7. That the plaintiff is an old man, and anxious to save his ied 
from sacrifice for the benefit of his children, and that he has delayed to 
reimburse the defendant, because he was not able to support himself and 
‘raise so large a sum, without incumbering his property, and because he 
knew that the defendant was in no great need of it, and it was abund- 
antly secure, but now he is ready to do whatever may be necessary, to. 
compel the defendant to perform his agreement, etc. . 

He asks judgment that the defendant may be declared a ‘trustee, etc., 
and that, upon the payment of such sum as shall be found to be due to 
him, by the plaintiff, he shall convey, ete. ba also asks for an 

account, etc. 

(4388) The defendant, in his answer, admits the plaintiff owned the 
| land prior to 14 April, 1877; that the plaintiff was indebted and 
the land was sold, as alleged, and purchased by defendant, but he says 
that the land was not worth more than $3,000 or $3,500, and he denies 
that it was purchased under any agreement or understanding whatever 
with the plaintiff in reference thereto; that he purchased it in good 
faith as an investment, and there was no agreement with the plaintiff 
or any other person as to any right of redemption, and denies in detail | 
every fact, stated by the plaintiff, to the effect that the land was pur- 
chased for the vende , | 
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He admits that the plaintiff remained in possession, etc., but says that 
it was not by virtue of any agreement or understanding, but as a matter 
of gratuity, the plaintiff being his father, and that he intended to take 
care of him and allow him to use and enjoy the benefits of the land 
during his life, while it should be in his power to do so; that his father 
was insolvent, and that he himself derived no material benefit from the 
_ said property, but on the contrary he had made improvements thereon, 
his father having allowed it to become dilapidated, etc. 

He further says that he never knew of or suspected any purpose, on. 
the part of the plaintiff, to assert any claim to the said land until the 
fall of 1884, more than seven years after the purchase, during all which 
time the plaintiff recognized the title of the defendant to said land, and - 
that he never mentioned the matter or offered to pay, or suggested pay- 
ment for said land, until just before the beginning of this action, when, | 
to the defendant’s surprise, this claim was made by the plaintiff. _ | 

The defendant further says, that, at the time of the purchase and 
alleged agreement, the plaintiff was in debt and insolvent, and such. 
promise and agreement, if made, would have been a fraud, ete. He 
further relies upon the lapse of time and the bar of the statute. 

By consent of parties the issues were not settled until after (439) 
the evidence was all introduced. There was much evidence offered 
on both sides; that on behalf of the plaintiff tending to show the agree- | 
ment, as alleged by him, and that on behalf of the defendant, tending to 
disprove the same. The evidence, in full and at great length, is sent up 
with the record, but for reasons presently to be stated need not be recited. 

The defendant tendered an issue as follows: 

“Did the plaintiff, within a reasonable time, offer to repay the de- 
fendant the price he, defendant, had paid for the land?” | 

The court said: “There seems to be no controversy as to the time when 
the money was offered to defendant by the plaintiff, to reimburse him 
for the price he had paid for the land, to wit, on the day, or a day or. 
two before, suit began, and whether or not it was. reasonable time, 
would be a question of law.” 

To this both parties assented, and the following i issues were sibenied 
by consent of both parties: 

1. Did the defendant, before the sale, agree with plaintiff to buy the 
land and reconvey to the plaintiff, on peine reimbursed the purchase 
money ? 

2, What amount has the defendant received from the land ¢ 

There was no exception to the charge of the court, and the jury, in 
response to the first issue, said “Yes,” and to the second, “$600.” 

The defendant then moved for judgment non obstante ‘veredicto, upon 
the following grounds: 
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Ast. For that it agpeaeea upon the whole evidence and from the com- 
plaint, that the alleged parol agreement, attempted to be set up by the 
plaintiff, was a bare, naked parol promise, without consideration to sup- 
port it, or any element of fraud or equity, to supply the place of a 
written agreement, and that the alleged parol agreement should have 

been shown by other testimony, than proof of the mere declara- 
(440) tions of the defendant, and there should have been shown facts 

and circumstances dehors the deed, inconsistent with the idea of 
an absolute purchase by the defendant for himself. 

9d. That plaintiff’s demand was a stale demand. © 

3d. That it was barred by statute of limitations. 3 

4th. That there was not only a variance between the allegations ang 
proofs, but a failure of proof. 

The court declined to grant defendant’s motion, and rendered fie: 
ment for the eae and defendant appealed. 


W. W. Si ones fon plaintiff, 
OM. E. Carter and C. A. Moore io Spade 


Davis, J., after stating the case: The judge accompanies the case 
sent to this Court with the remark: “I have stated the evidence in full, 
at the request of the parties and because of the defendant’s motion for 
‘Judgment non obstante veredicto,’ and the learned counsel for the de- . 
fendant say, with candor, that the request was made with the view and 
purpose to ask this Court to review the evidence and declare it insuffi- 
cient to disturb the defendant’s deed, as they insist a judge sitting as a 
chancellor would have done under the old practice. 

We are referred by counsel to Hly v. Harly, 94 N. C., 1, and numerous 
other cases, in which it is held that a mistake in a dont or any other 
instrument solemnly reduced to writing, ought not to be corrected upon 
slight evidence or upon a mere preponderance of evidence, and that a 
purchaser taking to himself a deed absolute on its face, as in Clement »v. 
Clement, 1 Jones Equity, 184; Briggs v. Morris, ibid., 198; Campbell 
v. Campbell, 2 Jones Eq., 364, and numerous other cases, ought not to 
be converted into a trustee except upon clear and full proof, supported 
by facts and circumstances dehors the deed, inconsistent with the idea 

of an absolute purchase for himself. 
(441) In Ely v. Early, in which, among things, it was sieht to 
correct a mistake in a deed, it was held to be error in the court to 
charge the jury, that it was saflicient to show the mistake “by a pre- 
ponderance of evidence,” but neither in that nor in any other case, we 
apprehend, has it been held under our present system, when issues. of 
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fact have been submitted, without objection, to a jury, that this Court 
can review and reverse or modify the finding of fact by the jury. 

_ _The contrary was here expressly held in Shield v. Whitaker, 82 'N. C., 

516, in which case the Chief Justice said: “The verdict of the jury a 
be set aside in a proper case, but it cannot be reformed or amended,” 
and iti this case is Leggett v. Leggett, 88 N. C., 108, in which 
Ruffin, J., says: “But however these questions—(the right ‘of ‘parties 
to have their causes, when purely of an equitable nature, tried by the 
Court without the intervention of a jury, and the effect of the constitu- 
tional amendment of 187 5, Art. IV, sec. 8, upon the jurisdiction of this 
Court )—may be ultimately decided, it will never, we surmise, be held to 
be law that a party who has, of his own accord, accepted a trial by jury, 
can insist upon having the same facts passed upon by the Court.” | 

Assuming, and such we think is the law, that a mistake in a deed 
cannot be corrected, or that a deed absolute on its face ought not to be 
converted into a trust, upon a mere preponderance of evidence, or with- 
out some fact dahors the deed, inconsistent with the idea of absolute 
ownership, but only upon such ‘full proof as in the old Court of Equity 
would satisfy a judge, yet when issues are submitted to a jury, and 
on the trial no exceptions are taken to the evidence or to the charge of 
the court, and no instructions in relation thereto asked, the finding. of 
fact by the jury cannot be reversed by the.court. The court may be 
asked to instruct the jury as to the degree of evidence necessary to _ 
show the mistake or establish the trust, and it is the duty of the (442) 
court to give such instructions. Such instructions were given in 
regard to the existence of a lost deed in Loftin v. Loftin, 96 N. C., 94, 
_ and if improper instructions are given, this Court may review al cor- 
rect them, as was done in Ely v. Early, supra; but we cannot review the 
evidence and reverse the finding of the jury. The candid and able 
counsel for the defendant could refer us to no precedent for this, and 
hence we have not deemed it necessary to set out the evidence which we 
were asked to review. McMillan v. Baker, 85 N. C., 291. 

It is proper to say, in regard to the position taken: by counsel, that fig 
alleged parol agreement should have been shown by other testimony 
than the mere declaration of the defendant, aside from the facts.of pos- 
session, payment of taxes, etc., of which there was evidence. It was said 
in Smiley v. Pearce, 98 N. C., 185: “The declarations held to be 
insufficient, themselves, to show a trust which a Court of Equity will 
enforce, are such as are but admissions of ‘a trust antecedently created, 
but do not include such as create and annex the trust to the legal estate.” 
. The defense, that the plaintiff’s demand was stale and barred by the 
statute of limitations cannot be maintained; as to the latter, there was 
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no issue, and it is not insisted upon in this Court, and the former is 
met by the relations of the parties, and the fact not controverted, that 
the plaintiff has been all the time in possession. Stith v. McKee, 87 
N. C., 389; Mask v. Tiller, 89 N. C., 423. | 

The fourth exception cannot be sustained. The alleged variance is 
not pointed out, and there was evidence, upon the sufficiency of which, 
for the reasons already stated, we a not pass. 

There is no error. 


Cited: Holler wo: Richards, 102 N. ©, 548; Harding v. Long, 103 
N. C., 7; Bergeron v. Ins. Co., 111 N. C., 50; Cobb v. Edwards, 117 
N. C., 253; Lehew v. Hewett, 130 N. C., 23; 8. c., 188 N.C., 10; Taylor 
v. Wahab, 154 N. ©., 228; Hllett v. Hilett, 157 N. C., 163; Rankin v. 
Oates, 183 N. C., 518; Mica Co. v. Mining Co., 184 N. C., 491; Roberts 
v. Massey, 185 N. C., 166; Bartholomew v. Parrish, 186 N. C., 85; Cun- 
ningham v. Long, ibid., 5381; Randolph v. Roberts, ibid., 622; Mont- 
gomery v. Lewis, 187 N. C., 579; Ture Co. v. Lester, 190 N. C., 417. 


(443) 
NATHAN COWARD v. J. G. CHASTAIN Et AL. 


of njunction—V acating J udgments—Execution Sale. 


1. If a party, who has obtained a temporary restraining order, does not appear — 
and ask for its continuance at the time fixed for the hearing, the applica- 
tion may be dismissed without going into the merits. 


2. The proper remedy against the enforcement of a judgment, by a party 
thereto, is not by injunction, but by a proceeding in the cause, where the 
relief may be administered by recalling or modifying the process, and in 
the meanwhile issuing a supersedeas. 

3. A sale under execution issuing upon a judgment banded by the lapse of time 
will not pass title. 


Tus was a proceed ne to veltatn an injunction, heard before Mont- 
gomery, J., at Fall Term, 1887, of Jackson Superior Court. 

The ‘defendants obtained from the judge holding the courts of the — 
district of which Jackson County forms a part, on 25 August, 1887, at 
Chambers, in Asheville, an order restraining the plaintiff from pro- 


 eeeding under an execution sued out and in the hands of the sheriff of 


that county, and appointing Monday, 12 September, as the time, and © 
Waynesville as the place, when he would allow the plaintiff to show 
cause, why the order should not be continued. This was upon an allega- 
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tion of the defendants, duly eebitied: that the writ, while falsely profess- 
ing to have been issued upon a judgment rendered at Spring Term, 1885, 
was in fact issued upon a judgment of November Term, 1874, which was 
barred by the statute of limitations. The hearing being sontinged: by 
consent, from the time and place designated until Monday, the 26th of 
- the same month, and then to be had at Webster, in the county of Jack- — 
son, and the defendants being present neither in person nor by counsel, — 
at the time and place last named, and no cause being shown for _ 
the continuing the restraining order in force, and more than (444) 
twenty days having expired since it was made, the judge vacated 

the restraining order and left the plaintiff free to pursue his remedy by 
execution, but reserved the application for an injunction, to be heard 
upon affidavits on 11 October, at Hayesville, in Clay County. From 
this judgment the defendants were allowed to appeal, alleging error in 
so much of it as allows the plaintiff to proceed with his execution. | 


EB. R. Stamps for plaintiff. 
EF. C. Smath for defendants. 


, SMITH, C. J., after stating the case: From the copy of the judgment 
sent up in the case on appeal, it appears to have been rendered at the 
October Term, 1872, of the Superior Court of Clay County, and had 
this evidence been before the judge, as 1t seems not to have been, and the 
defendants had asked for, an injunction, it would doubtless have been 
granted, since a sale under such.a judgment, unrenewed, would be inop- 
erative to pass the title,.as declared in Lyon v. Fuss, 84 N. C., 588; 
Lytle v. Lytle, 94 N. C., 683. 

This is of course upon the assumption that the vitality of the judg- 
ment has not been preserved by a continued issue of executions, under 
section 440 of The Code. 

Tf the judgment be not only dormant, but barred by the lapse of time, — 
and this the execution, if truly speaking the time of the rendering of 
the judgment would, show upon its face, its issue would confer no right 
to sell, and the salo, if made, would be ineffectual to pass title. In 
such case, no harm could come from the refusal to grant the order of 
injunction. | oo 
~ But, however this may be, as it was not asked, nor any reason shown 
why a restraining order should be made, it was not error to refuse, or 
rather to fail to make it when not demanded. | 

We again call attention to the irregularity in the mode of pro- (445) 
ceeding adopted, in that, while the right to process to enforce the 
judgment by appropriate remedies remains unimpaired, its exercise is — 
restrained. This, of necessity, was the proper Fes of procedure under 


12-99 858 | 


IN THE SUPREME COURT. 99 


Silver VALLEY Minine Co. v. BaALtimorRE SMELTING Co. 


the former divided jurisdictions, in which a Court of Equity, without a 
direct inference with the action of a court of law, exercised authority 
over the person of the suitor, and restrained his oppressive and wrongful 
use of a legal right. No interference in a separate suit was permissible 
in a pending suit between the parties in a Court of Equity, and now, 
when there is but one tribunal, the redress is by a direct interposition, 
recalling and modifying the process in a proper case, and meanwhile 
issuing a supersedeas order to the officer in possession of it. Chambers 
v. Penland, 78 N. C., 53; Parker v. Bledsoe, 87 N. C., 221. There 1 ig no 
error, and the ‘udgment i is 
Affirmed. a. 


THE SILVER VALLEY MINING COMPANY v. THE BALTIMORE GOLD 
AND SILVER MINING AND SMELTING COMPANY Et At. 


Parties—Trial by Court—Reference—Issues—Corporations— 
Fraud—Exceptions—Wawer, 


1, An objection, because there is a defect of parties, should be taken advantage 
of by demurrer or answer in apt time, otherwise it will be deemed to have 
been waived. 


2. After the filing of a referee’s report, it was agreed that the cause should be 


tried by the court, without a jury, upon the evidence taken and returned 
by the referee, and it was so tried and determined, the court adopting 
some of the referee’s findings: Held, that it was then too late to object, for 
that the referee had exceeded the scope of his authority under the order 
of reference; nor could the objections taken to the reception and rejec- 
tion of evidence before the referee be insisted upon, unless they had been 
made again on the hearing before the court. 7 


3. Where, a trial by jury. having been waived, the court adopted the findings 
of facts and conclusions of law of a referee to whom the case had been 
referred by consent, and also responded to issues framed by itself: Held, 
that while this was not a formal compliance with the statute—The Code, 
sec, 417—yet, if from the record it can be seen what facts were found, and 
what conclusions the court made thereon, the judgment will be affirmed. 


4, If.a party desires an issue submitted, he should tender it before the trial 
begins—it is too late after verdict for — to object that such issue was 
not submitted. : 


5. In an action against a cepeeton founded upon alleged fraudulent prac- 
tices perpetrated by the officers of the defendant, it is not necessary to 
make such officers parties, if no relief is demanded against them - per- 
sonally. 


6. The plaintiff brought suit against one corporation, as the assignee of another 
corporation, to have a deed, alleged to have been fraudulently procured 
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by the assignor, set aside, and also to recover moneys alleged to be due 
from the assignor. The complaint alleged, and the facts were so found 
to be, that the defendant took the assignment with full knowledge of all 
the facts; that it received all the property and effects and assumed all the 
liabilities of the assignor; that the stockholders in both corporations were 
identical, and the assignor was a nonresident, and had, in fact, ceased to 
exercise its corporate functions: Held, that the agelenor was not a neces- 
sary party. 


Tuis was a civil action, tried before M acRae, J., at Spring (446) 
Term, 1886, of Davipson Superior Court. — 

The plaintiff and the defendant corporations were scented by and— 
organized respectively under the statutes. (Private Acts 1860-61, ch. 
107; Private Acts 1883, ch. 41), of this State. “The Baltimore Gold 
‘and Silver Mining and Smelting Company, of Baltimore City,” men- 
tioned in the pleadings in important connections, is a corporation created _ 
by and organized under the laws of the State of Maryland, and has the 
same corporate name as the defendant corporation, mene the words 
“of Baltimore City. ze | 

This action is brought to have declared void, for fraud, a Acad (447) 
of trust executed on 27 April, 1882, by the plaintiff througli the 
contrivance and fraudulent conduct of its principal officers and agents, 
and the like of the principal officers and agents of the said “The Balti- 
more Gold and Silver Mining and Smelting Company of Baltimore City,” 
to the defendant trustees, to secure a large debt therein mentioned as due 
to the last mentioned corporation, and which debt and the. security 
therefor the last named corporation sold and assigned to the defendant. 
corporation, the latter having knowledge of the fraud alleged and the 
plaintiff’s right in respect thereto; and likewise, to recover $75,000, the 
balance of the proceeds of the sale of. sixty thousand shares of the 
capital stock of the plaintiff, which it is alleged the said “The Baltimore 
Gold and Silver Mining and Smelting Company, of Baltimore City,” 
through the like contrivance and fraud of its principal officers and 
agents and the same of the officers and agents of the plaintiff, got pos- 
session of, and sold for $90,000. It is contended for the plaintiff, that it 
is entitled to the relief demanded as to the deed of trust mentioned, 
against the defendant corporation and the defendant trustees of said 
deed, upon the ground that the said “The Baltimore Gold and Silver 
Mining and Smelting Company, of Baltimore City,” for whose benefit 
this deed was made, sold and assigned its debt mentioned in the deed, 
and all its right and interest in the latter, to the defendant corporation, 
with notice of the plaintiffs right as ‘to the alleged debt, and the deed, 
and likewise to recover the money mentioned, because the de of assign- 
ment conveyed to the defendant corporation the same and all its prop- 


O55 


IN THE SUPREME COURT.  —__ [99 


SILVER VALLEY. MINING Co. v. BALTIMORE SMELTING. o. 


erty, both real and personal, of every kind and nature , whatever, with 
like notice of the plaintiff’s right in respect thereto. And it is further 
contended, that the defendant corporation, in this deed of assign- 
(448) ment, assumed liability to the plaintiff in the several respects 
mentioned, and covenanted to and with the said “The Baltimore 
Gold and Silver Mining and Smelting Company of Baltimore City,” to 
discharge the liability of the latter to the plaintiff. So much of this | 
deed of assignment as need be set forth here is as follows: | 
“This deed, made this 19th day of June, in the year eighteen hun- 
dred and eighty-three, between ‘The Baltimore Gold and Silver Mining 
and Smelting Company, of Baltimore City,’ a corporation incorporated 
under the laws of Maryland, of the first part, and “The Baltimore Gold 
and Silver Mining and Smelting Company,’ a corporation duly incor- 
porated by the General Assembly of North Carolina, by an act entitled, 
An act to incorporate the Baltimore Gold and Silver Mining and Smelt- 
ing Company,’ ratified 21 February, A. D. 1883, of the second part: 
Whereas, the party hereto of the first part, at a general meeting of its 
stockholders, held in the city of Baltimore, on 31 May, 1883, agreed to 
transfer and convey to the party hereto of the second part, all its prop- 
erty, affairs, rights, credits and business: Provided, that, in considera- 
tion thereof, the six hundred thousand shares of the capital stock of the 
said party of the first part shall be held and taken as if issued by the 
said party of the second part, as and for its capital stock, at the par 
value of five dollars a share, a share full paid, that all the proceedings 
held and done, by the party hereto of the first part, shall be held and 
taken as if done under the charter of the said party of the second part, 
and in this assumption by the said party of the second part of all its 
debts and obligations and liabilities of the said party hereto of. the first 
part, so that the party hereto of the second part shall succeed to all its 
interests and purposes, to the affairs, rights, obligations, interests and 
business of said party hereto of the first part: Now, therefore, in con- 
sideration of the premises and of the sum of five dollars, ete., ............ the 
party hereto of the first part, hath granted, bargained, and sold, 
_ (449) aliened and enfeoffed, released and confirmed, and by these pres- 
ents doth grant, ete., ........ to the party hereto of the second part, 
its successors and assigns, etc. (sundry tracts of land described), and 
all the property, affairs, rights, credits, chattels, interests and business, 
wherever situated, to it, the said party of the first part, belonging, or to 
which it may have any right, title, interest or demand whatever, in law 


or equity, to have and to hold, ete., ........ to the party hereto of the second 
part, its successors and assigns, forever: and the said party of the first 
part covenants to and with, etc., ........ : and the said party hereto of the 
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second part unite herein for the purpose of assenting, contracting and 
_ agreeing to perfect and carry into execution the contract, agreement and 
consideration hereinbefore recited,” ete. 

The pleadings are very voluminous. The somplata jenmnde judg- 
ment, that the deed of trust be decreed. to be null and void; that an 
account be taken; that a perpetual injunction be granted; that the plain- 
tiff have judgment for the money, the proceeds of the sale of shares of 
the capital stock of the plaintiff, for genera] relief, and for costs. 

At the appearance term, the court granted an injunction, pending the 
action, until the final hearing thereof, restraining the defendant as to 
the-deed of trust, etc., and, by consent of parties, it “further ordered that 
it -be referred to John C. King, of the city of Baltimore, and State of 
Maryland, to take and state an account of the dealings and transactions 
between the said plaintiff and defendant companies, and report the | 
result thereof to the next term of this court; and this reference is made 
under T’he Code, with the right of each party to have issues arising on 
the pleadings tried by. a jury.” 

. Afterwards the referee named made his report, of which the following 
isacopy: | ° 


To the Honorable the J udge ee the Superior Court of Davidson County, 
North Carolina: 

The undersigned, John C., King, referee, onl respectfully 
_report: That under the order of this honorable court, passed in (450) 
the above-entitled cause, wherein I am directed to “take and | 
state an account of the dealings and transactions between the said plain- © 
tiff and defendant companies, and report the result thereof to this court,” 
I notified the respective parties plaintiff and defendant to appear at my 
office, at the city. of Baltimore, and State of Maryland, on 18 August, 
A. D. 1885, ‘at which time and place the respective parties and their 
respective counsel did appear, and I proceeded, under the said “order,” 
_ to hear the said parties, take the deposition of witnesses, who were first 
duly sworn according to law, to examine all vouchers produced, all books 
of accounts and documents and exhibits, and the stated account marked 
“X” and the stated account marked “Y,”’ and I continued the proceed- 
ings, under said order, from day to day till the close of the same, 
18 February, A. D. 1886, when the respective counsel of the parties, 
both plaintiff and defendants, were heard. I hereby return the court 
papers in the cause, the deposition of the witnesses, the books of accounts, 
the minute book, the cash book of the Silver Valley Mining Company, 
the cash book of the Baltimore Gold and Silver Mining and Smelting 
Company of Baltimore City, the stock, certificates and shares of the 
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Silver Valley Mining Company, the vouchers of the Silver Valley. 
Mining Company, the “checks,” the accounts “X” and “Y,” and all other | 
papers and accounts produced before me, and, in compliance with the 
said “order,” report as follows: 

As a matter of fact, there were no dealings between the plaintiff and 
defendant companies prior to 19 June, 1883, on which day a deed was 
_ executed, wherein the Baltimore Gold and Silver Mining and Smelting 
Company, of Baltimore City (a corporation chartered under the laws of 

Maryland), : is grantor, and the Baltimore Gold and Silver Min- 
- (451) ing and Smelting Company (a corporation chartered by the laws 

7 of North Carolina) is grantee, in which deed I find it recited, | 
“that the said party of the second part assumes all the debts and obliga- 
tions and liabilities of the party of the first part, so that the party of 
the second part shall succeed, to all intents and purposes, to the affairs, 
rights, interest and business of the party of the first part.” 

I find; that under the above assignment, the Baltimore Gold and 
Silver Mining and Smelting Company claim the sum of $53,010.17, 
with interest from 2 May, 1882, as a debt due by the Silver Valley 
Mining Company, the plaintiff in thi8 case, for and on account of that 
money advanced by the Baltimore Gold and Silver Mining and Smelting 
Company of Baltimore City, to the said Silver Valley Mining Company, 
from 1 November, 1880, down to, 2 April, 1882. (See account “X” 
and account ““Y.”) I find this to be the debt specified in the 9th para- 
graph of the plaintiff’s bill and the last paragraph of the defendant’s 
answer, and it purports to be a stated account between the Silver Valley 


Company and the Baltimore Company, grantor of the defendant. 


I find that the books of the two companies, to wit,.the cash book of 
the Silver Valley and the cash book of the Baltimore Company do not 
contain—either of them—the above accounts in the form as stated in the 
said accounts “X” and “Y”; I mean the said account is not extended 
on the books of either semnany, 

I find that the Silver Valley Company was reorganized 8 J anuary, 
1879, and was controlled and managed from that date to 2 May, 1882, | 
by: J oseph Wilkins, president and treasurer, and Samuel Street and 
John M. McElroy, as directors, from 18 February, 1879, to 1 November, 

1880. Jno. M. Dennison was treasurer of the same. | 
| I find that during 1879, 1880, 1881 and 1882 the said Joseph 
(452) Wilkins was president aan treasurer, and John M. McElroy and © 

Samuel Street were directors of the Baltimore Company. The 
said Wilkins, McElroy and Street were a majority of the board of 
directors of both the said companies, and managed and controlled the 
business of both companies during the Bers indicated 1 in | the two pre- 
ceding paragraphs. | | 
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= find the property and assets. of the Silver Valley Company, on 
5 August, 1879, consisted of its mining property situate in Davidson 
County, North Carolina, $570.20 in cash, and 154,010 shares of its 
capital stock, which had become forfeited to the company for non-pay- 
ment of assessments levied thereon, which, at that date, was registered 
in the name of Joseph Wilkins, its president. . find in the treasury of 
said company 14 July, 1880, cash $3,336.62; 138 September, 1880, cash 
$917.13; 1 November, 1880, Wilkins es cash $421.20. 

[ find the property and assets of the Baltimore Company, 13 Sep-— 
tember, 1880, consisted of $200 in cash; a donation, hereinafter con- 
sidered, of $5,000; a lease of land in Harford County; and a caveat for 
a patent, which I do not find to be of any definite value. Up to which. 
date the said company credits itself with a purchase of land, $2,925. 
1 January, 1881, I find cash $1,949.74; donation, hereinafter considered, . 
$30,000; cash oid to that date, $20, 093. 63. At this date, 1 January, 
1881, bedati to deal in Silver Valley Company’s stock. 7 

I find that account “X” begins 1 November, 1880, and closes 1 May, 
1882; that account “Y” begins 16 December, 1880, and closes 11 July, 
1882. 

I find one entry in the cash oe of ils Silver Valley Oona. 
to wit: “The Baltimore Gold and Silver Mining and Smelting Com- 
pany, 22 April, 1882; amount received by the Silver Valley Company, 
from time to time, commencing from 1 November, 1880, to present 
date, $52,127.77.” This entry was made about 11 July, 1882, 
after 22 April, 1882, when the books of both companies were (453) 
closed. 

I find on the cash book of dhs Baltimore Company an ie “Silver 
Valley Mining Company; 11 July, 1882, advanced the Silver Valley 
Mining Company, from time to time, to pay pay-rolls, wood, lumber, 
machinery and store, $53,606.35.” I find these ‘entries were made by the 
witness James McElroy, secretary. There are no other entries in the 
books of either company which embrace those items or accounts. __ 

I find that the Silver Valley Company, during the running of the 
above accounts, expended over and above its cash receipts, the sum of 
$32,082.93; that Joseph Wilkins, during that time, to wit, from 1 No- 
vember, 1880, to 22 April, 1882, was president and treasurer of said 
Silver Valley Company, and received its funds, and paid its current 
expenses. The vouchers of the said Silver Valley Company, under 
which the same were paid, are returned with this report. 

I find that Joseph Wilkins was, during the running of lie above 
account, president and treasurer of the Baltimore Gold and Silver Min- 
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ing and Smelting Company of Baltimore City, received its funds, and 
paid its current expenses from 18 October, 1878, the date of the deed of 
assignment, to 19 June, A. D. 1883. : 
_ JT find that Joseph Wilkins kept the funds of the Baltimore Gold and. 
Silver Mining and Smelting Company of Baltimore City, the funds of 
the Silver Vialley Mining Company, his individual funds, a part of the 
time the funds of the North State Company—in one account: that he 
did not keep a treasurer’s account; “that he did not keep a set of books; 
that he was not familiar with accounts’: that these funds were paid out . 
from the same account indiscriminately, sometimes in cash, sometimes 
by checks, signed “Joseph Wilkins, treasurer,” and sometimes 
(454). “Joseph Wilkins.” Therefore I do not find in what proportions 
the common funds were distributed or paid out by the said . 
Joseph Wilkins, either as funds of any of the said companies, or as his | 
individual funds; nor can I find in what proportion or sums he received 
the same as treasurer of the said respective companies, or as his indi- 
vidual funds. I find that during the running of the said account. from 
10 January, A. D. 1881, to 1 April, 1882, The Baltimore Gold and 
Silver Mining and Smelting. Company of Baltimore City dealt princi- 
pally in Silver Valley Mining stock, purchasing 114,400 shares and 
selling 114,400 shares, from which I find it realized a profit of about - 
$26,000. The ore account of the said Baltimore Gold and Silver Mining 
and. Smelting Company of Baltimore City does not alter its cash 
account. It is charged on one side and credited on the other. 
- From the above sum of $26,000 must be drawn the salary of Joseph 
Wilkins, president, during the said term ($500 a month), and the sum 
of $8,420, Bae for the land. It had no other funds that can be called 
“cash funds.” 
I find that the said alianare Gold and Silver Mining and Smelting 
Company of Baltimore City had not the funds to advance to the Silver — 
Valley Company the sum of $32,082.93 and pay the further sum of. 


-- $20,000 cash for ore, and that The Baltimore Gold and Silver Mining 


and Smelting Company of Baltimore City did not make the said ad- 
vances, and did not pay the sum of $20,000, cash, for 2,000 tons of ore 
bought from the plaintiff at $10 per ton. _ 

I find on the “cash book” of The Baltimore Gold and Silver Mining 
and Smelting Company of Baltimore City the following entries: 


| WORKING CAPITAL. 

— Gold and Silver M ining and Smelting Company. 

18 April, 1880. Received donation from Joseph Wilkins........ 8 5,000.00 
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WORKING CAPITAL. 7 (455) 
16 oot: 1880. "Received donation from Joseph Wilkins........$25,000.00 


WORKING CAPITAL, 
16 Dec., 1880. Received donation from Joseph Wilkins meer: 3) 000.00 


The ‘ci donations and $200 for sale of capital stock were, and 

constituted at the said dates, the working capital of the said Baltimore 
Company of Baltimore City. 
_ I find that no cash passed from the donor to the donee at the date of 
said entries; that the said donor was in the same position in relation to 
the donee, after, as before, the same were entered in the cash book; that 
the entries were made by the direction of the donor, who was, in a 
pecuniary view, unable to make such donations. 

I find, as a matter of law, that ihe said. donations and each of them 
were inoperative and void. 

I find that on 6 May, A. D. 1882, a deed or agreement, under seal, a 
executed between the Silver Valley Company, defendant, and the Balti- 
more Company, plaintiff, which recites “that certain propositions had 
been made at a meeting of the stockholders of the party of the first part, — 
for an ascertainment, security and settlement of the indebtedness by the 
party of the first part to the party of the second part, were submitted 
and accepted, and which were to be embodied in an agreement, to be 
_ duly executed by both of said companies, in consideration of which and 
five dollars, the amount of indebtedness of the Silver Valley Company 
to the Baltimore Company of Baltimore City shall be referred to the — 
boards of directors of the respective companies for ascertainment, and 
if they cannot agree upon said amount, each company shall select one 
disinterested person, which two shall, before taking upon them the arbi- 
tration, choose an umpire, to determine all matters in dispute in 
case of their disagreement ; and the decision as to the amount of (456) 
said indebtedness in all accounts, including the $20,000 alleged to 
have been paid or credited the Silver Valley Company for ore, under the 
contract of 10 J anuary, A. D. 1881, shall be final and conclusive under 
both companies.” It provides that the contract between the two com- 
panies, dated 10 January, 1881, shall be rescinded, and the “ore” on the 
property of the Baltimore Company of Baltimore City, under the said 
contract, shall be returned and be redelivered to the said Silver Valley 
Company, and that the sum of $20,000, the value of the said ore, shall 
be considered as part of the indebtedness of the Silver Valley Company, | 
to the said party of the second part secured, to be paid as hereinafter 
mentioned. It provides that all vouchers and proofs for the establish- 
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ment of said indebtedness shall be submitted without delay, ete: In case 
the respective boards shall fail to agree upon the same, the arbitrators 
thereinbefore provided for shall be selected, and proofs, vouchers, books, 
ete., relating to said indebtedness shall be submitted to them for de- 
cision, according to the very right of the matter. It provides that when 
sald indebtedness shall have been ascertained and determined, as afore- 
said the deed of trust of record in Davidson County to be released and a 
deed of trust or mortgage shall be executed by the Silver Valley Com- 
pany to the party of the second part, to secure the payment of the 
amount so ascertained to be due, payable in twenty-four months from 
2 May, 1882. It provides that in the meantime a judgment confessed 
by the Silver Valley Company for $20,000 (the alleged ore debt) in 
favor of the Baltimore Company shall be stricken out. I find that — 
under this agreement the board of the respective companies met on | 
5 or 6 of May, 1882, the vouchers of the Silver Valley Company were 
produced, and the cash book of the Silver Valley Company was also 
produced; the vouchers were compared with the entries in the . 
(457) said-cash book and authenticated as correct. J find that no © 
vouchers of the Baltimore Company, nor cash book, or book of 
accounts, nor the accounts “X” or “Y,” of the said Baltimore Company, 
were produced at that meeting by. said Baltimore Company. I find that 
no vouchers or books of accounts of said Baltimore Company. were then 
demanded or called for by the Silver Valley Company. 

I find that the ore on the property of the Baltimore var was 
returned, and the said judgment was stricken out, under the said 
agreement. J find that the return of this said ore released the Balti-. 
more Company from any obligation to pay or account for the same. 


The Silver Valley Company, on the other hand, from whom the ore was — | 


purchased, would be bound to account for the purchase money of the 
ore to the Baltimore Company. I find no vouchers whatever for. the 
payment of the purchase money of the said ore, and that the purchase | 
money for the same ($20,000) was never paid in cash by the Baltimore 
Company to the Silver Valley Company. I find, on the credit side of the 
Silver Valley Company, the following entry: “Ore account, 22 April, 
1882. Amount agreed upon to relinquish 2,000 tons of ore from’ Balti- _ 
more Company, purchased by it at sundry times, $20,000.” I find there — 
was no cash transaction. It was transferred from the agreement above 
recited. 

‘Icfind that said secsanean provides for the ascertainment, security 
and payment of any indebtedness due and owing from the Silver Valley 
Company to the Baltimore Company, and it is not conclusive of the 
amount ‘of such indebtedness, nor does it estop either party from ascér- 
taining what, if kant indebtedness may exist: 
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I find, as a matter of fact, that no debt was dué and owing from the 
Silver Valley Company to the Baltimore Company on 19 June, 1883, 
the date of the déed-of assignment from the said company to the de- 
fendant, and that the said deed did not operate as a transfer of 
any valid or subsisting debt from the Silver vance Campeny to (458) 
the Baltimore Company. 

As to the forfeited stock sold to John M. Danaisen, I find that on 
5 August, 1879, Joseph Wilkins, as president of the Silver Valley 
Company, entered into the contract with John M. Dennison, the then 
treasurer of the Silver Valley Company, which is set out on page 18 of 
the minute book of said company; and that of the forfeited stock in 
said contract mentioned, 60,000 shares were, on 10 January, 1881, given 
by Dennison to Wilkins. in exchange for 60,000 shares of the stock of 
the Baltimore Company, and that Wilkins, on said day, gave said 
60,000 shares of the complainant’s stock to the Baltimore Company, 
without consideration, and that said last named company thereafter 
sold said 60,000 shares at the average price of $1.50 per share, and of 
the proceeds paid Joseph Wilkins oP, 000, and retained the balance of 
$33,000 as profit. 

I find that said Baltimore Camas took aid stock with notice is 
whence it came, and how it had been acquired, and of the fact that in 
the hands of Wilking it was held in trust for complainant, and that 
complainant is entitled, as against the Baltimore Company, the defend-. 
ant, as assignee of the same with notice, to the amount of $33,000, which 
the Baltimore Company retained, as profit, from the sale of said 
60,000 shares of plaintiff’s stock, less the sum of $15,000, which the 
alantd had received for the same from Dennison, aha makes the 
sum due to the plaintiff from the defendant company, $18,000. 

- (Signed) Joun C. Kina, Referee. 


In the course of the examination of the witnesses (whose testimony 
was taken in writing) and the reception of other evidence by the referee, 
the defendants made numerous exceptions, some based upon the ground, 
_ that the evidence was not competent, and others upon the ground, | 
that competent evidence offered was not received. The plaintiff (459) 
filed one exception, and the defendants filed numerous exceptions, . 
to the report of the referee; but they are not necessary to an under- . 
standing of the opinion of the Court. | | 

At the trial term the parties agreed in writing, as follows: “It is 
agreed that this cause shall be tried before the court, without a jury, 
upon the evidence taken and returned by Hon. John ©. King, er 
upon law and fact.” 
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* Before entering upon the merits of the action, the defendants moved 
to dismiss the action, because a corporation styled “The Baltimore 
Gold and Silver Mining and Smelting Company of Baltimore City 
(John M. Dennison, Samuel Street, John M. McElroy and Joseph 
Wilkins) ‘were not made parties thereto.” The court “denied the motion, 
the failure to join necessary parties heing upon a gen of demurrer 
only, and the defendants excepted thereto.” 

At the trial before the court, the plaintiff proposed numerous issues of 


a fact, which the court rejected, ‘gud it adopted the following, as raised by 


_ the pleadings, which were, in substance, proposed by the defendants, and 
responded to by it on the trial as indicated at the end of each: 

1. Is plaintiff company indebted to defendant comipeny; and 4 in what 
amount? Answer: “No.” 

2. Is the deed of trust of 27 April, 1882, fraudulent and void, by 
reason of its having been procured in pursuance of a conspiracy upon 
the part of Wilkins, McElroy, Street and Dennison, to obtain all plain- 
tiff’s valuable property? Answer: “Yes.” _ 

3. Is plaintiff entitled to recover of this defendant any sum of money 
in consequence of the sale of plaintiff’s stock to Dennison or Wilkins in 
1879, alleged to. have been sold in pursuance of said conspiracy to de- 
fraud, upon the part of said Wilkins, McElroy, Street and Dennison ? 

“Answer : “Yes,” $18,000, with interest from 10 January, 1881. — 
(460) 4, Is defendant company a purchaser of said property from — 

the Baltimore Company of “Baltimore City” for value, and 
without notice of any fraud committed in the procurement of the deed 
of trust? Answer: “No.” 3 
_. The case settled upon appeal states that, “upon consideration, all the 
exceptions (those to the report of the Trees) were overruled, and the © 
report confirmed. The findings of fact of the court are the same as the | 
facts found by the referee, as appears in his report. 

The issues were tried by the judge, jury trial having been: waived, 
and judgment was rendered upon the confirmation of une a a 
findings of fact upon response to issues. | 


The court, among other things, adjudged and decreed, “that all of _ 


defendant’s exceptions be overruled upon the findings of fact by the 
referee, the same. being adopted as the findings of the court. Those 
exceptions, which are to the effect that the referee has exceeded the 
powers granted him in respect to the scope of the reference, are over- 
ruled because. the. whole ease’is' now, by agreement, submitted to the 
court for: trial without a jury, upon the evidence taken before: the 
referee. The’ plaintiff's exception is: also overruled, upon the facts: 
found by the referee and adopted by the court.” | 
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It was further se tudeed and decreed, that “the deed of trust men- 
tioned is fraudulent and void, and that the defendants, the trustees 
therein named, be perpetually: enjoined against executing the trusts 
therein provided; and that the plaintiff recover from the defendant 
corporation the sum of eighteen thousand dollars, with interest thereon 
from the tenth day of January, 1881, and for costs.” | 

From this judgment both the plaintiff and defendant appealed to 
this Court. 

The court refused to give judgment upon the facts found as to the 
sale of the shares of capital stock of the plaintiff in favor of the 
latter, for the sum of seventy-five thousand dollars le interest (461) 
thereon; and this it assigns as error. 

The defendants assign thirty-four distinct grounds of error. Twenty: 
five of these have reference to exceptions to the referee’s report, in 
various aspects of it, but, for reasons stated in the opinion of the court, 

these need not be repeated ; those material are as follows: 

“27th. The defendants further excepted to the ruling and judgment of 
his Honor, because he failed to render and file a statement of the facts 
found, and his conclusions of law thereon, separately. 

98th. The defendant company also exeapted to that much of the judg- 


- . ment as orders the payment of interest from the 10th day of January, 


1881, as under no circumstances could any Ponape indebtedness have © 
fallen due until some time thereafter. | 
- 29th. The defendants excepted to the finding in response to the third 
issue— : 
First. Upon the ground that by reason of a lack of statement of his 
Honor’s findings of facts and law separately, it cannot be ascertained 
whether such response was predicated of a fraud in fact, or a construc- 
tion; and if the latter, porate there i is no evidence of any constructive 
fraud, 
Second. Because if such response was predicated of a fraud i in fact, 
the finding is contrary to the weight of the testimony, and is erroneous. 
Third. Because if his Honor did not intend to find actual fraud in 
this behalf, even if there was evidence of constructive fraud, the same is 
not alleged in the complaint, but it is framed diverso intwitu. 
31st. The defendants excepted to the judgment, because it fails to 
pass upon the question of ratification and pee eoee in the sale of the 
stock to John M. Dennison. 
33d. The defendants excepted to the failure of the court to pass upon 
_ the various exceptions taken by them to the admissibility of 
evidence before the referee, as well as for the adoption presum- (4¢2)° 
ably by the court of the rulings of the referee in this behalf, and — , 
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which are to be found in the testimony and exhibits, all of which form 
a part of this statement,” ete. 

The court states, in this connection, in the case settled on appeal, as 
follows: | 
“But no objection was. made, upon the trial of the action, to the ad- 
mission of any testimony before the referee, and the presiding judge 
was not called upon to pass upon any exceptions to evidence admitted 
by the referee.” | 


Nicholas P. Bond (Robbins & Raper and M. H. Pinnia filed briefs) 
for plaintiff. — | 

D. G. Fowle and Geo. V. Strong ( acct & Anplejarth filed 
briefs ) for defendants. 


Munamoy, J., after stating the case: The motion to dismiss the action, 
upon the ground that certain persons named had not been made parties 
to it, was properly disallowed. If the objection had been a valid one, 
taken. properly, and in apt time, it came too late—just before entering 
upon the trial—to be insisted upon as of right. The statute (The Code, 
secs. 239, par. 4, 242, 243) provides, that the defendant may demur, 
when it appears, upon the face of the complaint, “that there is a defect 
of parties plaintiff or defendant,” and that “when any of the matters 
enumerated as grounds of demurrer do not appear on the face of the 
complaint, the objection may be taken by answer,” and further, that if 
the objection shall not be so taken, “the defendant shall be deemed to 
have waived the same, excepting only the objection to the jurisdiction 
of the court, and the objection that. the hi a does not state facts 
_ sufficient to constitute a cause of action.” 

The objection was not taken by demurrer or answer, and so vail de- 

fendants waived their right to take it at all. The court might, 
(463) for good cause shown, have allowed additional necessary parties 

to be made, and in some cases, it would, ex mero motu, require 
them to be made, but it seems that in this case it properly, as we shall 
see, did not deem them necessary: Lewis v. McNatt, 65 N. C., 63; Dur- 
ham v. Bostick, 72 N. C., 353; Burns v. Ashworth, sbid., 496 ; . Finley v. 
Hayes, 81 N. C., 368; bagi: Shermer, 93 N. C., 164. 

‘The Sbjection that the referee exceeded the paope of his authoniys 
under the order of reference, is without force. If it be granted that he 
did, in some respects (and we do not stop to see that this is so or not so), 
after he made his careful and elaborate report of the large volume of 
evidence taken before him, and his findings of fact and law, and the 
defendants had filed numerous exceptions to the same,.it was expressly 
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agreed by the parties, “that this cause shall be tried before the. court, 
without a jury, upon the evidence taken and returned by. Hon. John C. 
King, referee, upon the law and facts.” This was plainly a waiver of a 
trial by jury, as allowed by the statute (The Code, sec. 415), and placed 
the whole case before the court broadly upon its whole merits. Any in-— 
— quiry as to” the scope of the order of reference could not therefore serve 
_ any useful purpose. It was the province of the court to exclude from its — 
consideration of the case, in any aspect of it, every thing immaterial 
and improper, and, in the absence of objection, it must be taken that 
it did so. | 

The assignment of error, in that the court failed to pass upon nu- 
merous exceptions to the admission of evidence objected to, and the 
refusal to admit other evidence offered by the defendants before the 
referee, cannot be sustained. It was agreed by the parties that the 
court should try the case “upon the evidence taken and returned by” the 
referee. There was no reservation in respect to it—the court was: to 
receive and consider it as it was “taken and returned.” Besides, 
such exceptions were not insisted upon on the trial, nor was the (464) 
court requested by the defendants to pass upon them. If they 
intended to insist upon them, they should have reserved the right in the 
stipulation to do so—at all events, in fairness they should have re- 
quested the court to decide the questions raised by them. It seems to us — 
clear that they intended to waive them, and it must be held that they 
_ did so. It would savor of trifling, to de otherwise. — 

It is further assigned as error, that the court “failed to. Bender. and 
file a statement of facts found, and his conclusions of law thereon, 
separately.” The statute (The Code, sec. 417), provides, that: “yon, 
the trial of a question of fact by the court, its decision shall be given in 
writing, and shall contain a statement of the facts found and the cov- 
clusions of law separately,” etc., so that it may be seen to what state- 
ment of facts, and how, the court applied the law applicable arising 

upon them. The purpose is to have the facts of the case and the law, 
as applied, appear permanently, to the end that any proper motion or 
steps may be taken in the action to correct errors or irregularities, and 


_ likewise so that errors may be corrected here, in case the same shall be 


assigned and appeal taken to this Court. Clegg v. Soapstone Company, 
66 N. C., 391; Foushee v. Pattershall, 67 N. C., 453; Straus v. Beards- 
ley, 79 N. C., 59; Chastain v. Coward, ibid., 543. : 

The case settled: on appeal states that the court found the facts and it. 
appears. that it. did, and much in detail, from the evidence taken and’ — 
~ returned by the Heleiee, which, by agreement, as we have seen, was the — 

evidence in the case. It is true the court says that it found the facts as 
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the referee found them, and adopted his findings as those of the court. 
There is no reason why this might not be done. It was only important 
and necessary that the court should find and state the facts and its con- 
clusions of law arising upon them, so that the whole might be distinctly 
geen. The material facts are found and stated—not very formally—and 
the conclusions of law are stated with such distinctness as plainly _ 
(465) to be seen. In addition to the general findings of fact, distinct 

issues of fact were drawn up, and the court pcopcnded to them 
severally. These issues, and the responses to them, were not inconsistent 
with the facts as found and stated, but in harmony with them, and 
though somewhat irregular and unustial, we cannot see that any harm 
grew or could grow out of them, to the prejudice of the parties. They 
served, and it seems they were intended, to give the leading constituent 
facts greater point and distinctness. The defendant cannot be heard to 
complain that-such issues were acted upon, because they consented to 
and proposed them. We are of opinion, therefore, that the findings of 
fact and the conclusions of law appear with sufficient distinctness to 
serve every just and useful purpose, and substantially as the statute 
requires in such cases. 

It is unnecessary to consider the numerous exceptions to the order of 
the court overruling the defendant’s exceptions to the report of the 
referee, because under and in pursuance of the stipulation waiving a 
trial by jury, the whole case, upon its merits, was before the court, to be 
tried by it in all respects according to law. Accordingly it found the 
facts, and applied the law just as if there had been no reference and no 
report made by the referee. This appears from the record—the findings 
of the facts, the rulings, orders and final judgment of the court, and, as 
well, the nature of the matter. No doubt the report facilitated the 

labors and action of the court, but it was not bound or governed, so far as 
appears, by anything pout ned4 in it as such report. It cannot be taken 
that the court adopted the findings of facts by the referee without ex- 
_ amination itself—it was its duty to scrutinize and consider the evidence, 
and to find the facts itself; and, the presumption is, it did so. That it 
found them to be just as the referee found them, is no valid objection; 
indeed, it goes to show the more strongly that the findings were correct. 
The defendant’s twenty-ninth exception, which applies to the | 
(466) third issue submitted to the court, and its response to the same 
seem to us to be‘entirely groundless. The pleadings and the find- | 
ings of fact suggest and give point to this third issue, and the issue itself, 
by its terms and purpose, plainly implies an inquiry as to positive fraud. 
The “conspiracy,” referred to, is alleged, in the complaint, to be a com- 
bination to cheat and defraud the plaintiff, and the sale is alleged to 
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have been a positively fraudulent transaction, and this is denied in the 
answer, thus raising the issue. _ 

Moreover, the general findings of the facts sufficiently raised any 
questions as to constructive fraud, and if the issue had reference to 
that, then it was nugatory. Besides, there was evidence and facts found, 
from which the court might find positive fraud. It is very certain that 
it did so in response to the issue. 

Nor is the assignment of error, that the court failed “to pass apo 
the question of ratification and acquiescence in the sale of the stock to 
John M. Dennison,” well founded. The defendants did not tender any 
issue, or request the court to. make any special finding in that respect. 
They might have done so in apt time; as they did not, the omission was 
not error, of which he could complain after judgment. Kidder v. 
McIthenny, 81 N. C., 182; Curtis v. Cash, 84 N. C., 42; Bryant v. 
Fisher, 85 N. C., 69; Simmons v. Mann, 92 N. C., 12; eu cases there 
cited. 

Besides, the defendant souparcos had opportunity, and probably 
_ availed itself of it, to insist upon such alleged ratification and acquies- 
cence, on the trial of the first issue submitted. 

The learned counsel of the defendant, on the argument, laid much 
stress upon the suggested necessity of having Dennison, Street, McElroy 
and Wilkins before the court, as parties. They were not necessary par- 
tles—they were simply officers and agents of the plaintiff and the Mary- 
land corporation, and no relief is asked as to them. It appears 
that Wilkins was, at first, made a party, and answered, but after- (467) 
wards, by consent, the action was abandoned as to him. _ These 
persons might have been examined, as witnesses for the plaintiff, or 
defendants; some, if not all of them, indeed, were examined for the 
defendants. 

It was insisted, bacdealaciy! that the Maryland saupeeation was a 
necessary party, as it was alleged in the complaint, and the whole plead- 
‘ings and the evidence went to show, that the deed of trust in question 
was made to secure a large debt, therein specified, due from the plaintiff 

‘to it, and also that it fraudulently got the shares of the capital stock 
- mentioned, sold the same, and realized therefor the sum of ninety thou- 
sand dollars. etc. As to the deed of trust, the trustees therein, having 
the legal title to the land, are parties defendant. and make Wetenne: and, 
in a measure and in an important sense, represent the cestuc que trust. 
This corporation is a nonresident, and not within the jurisdiction of the 
court. Besides, it appears that its stockholders have dissolved and aban- 
doned it, as far as they could do so, without a formal surrender of its 
charter—that it has assigned all of its property, rights, credits and 
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effects of every kind whatsoever, to the defendant corporation, and 
has, as far as’ it could, merged itself in the defendant corporation, 
which latter has assumed to represent it, and likewise all its liabilities. 
This fully appears from the deed of assignment, which the answer of. 
the defendant corporation admits, and the answer so, in effect, declares. 
The defendant’s trustees admit the facts so to be, and they say in their 
answer, that they have recognized the rights.of their codefendant cor- 
poration, and have agreed with it, and intend, unless prevented, to 
execute the trust in its favor and for its benefit. Moreover, it appears 
that the stockholders of the defendant corporation are aaanly) if not. 
altogether, the stockholders of the Maryland corporation, and their 
stock in the latter corporation was transferred to and became the 
(468) stock of the defendant corporation. All this, in effect, appears 
from the answers of the defendants, and from the findiaes of fact, 
so that, so far as the defendants are concerned in this action, the defend: 
ant corporation represents and must be treated as the Maryland cor- - 
_ poration. It has the latter’s property, has assumed all its liabilities, and 
has agreed and assumed to stand in its place and stead, and it must be 
treated .as so doing, for the purpose of the action. All the parties thereto, 
necessary to a determination of the action, are before the court. _ 
The thirty-first exception, as to the time for which interest is allowed 
in the judgment, must be sustained. The plaintiff recovers money 
realized for the stock sold by the Maryland corporation. When it re- 
ceived the money, does not appear, but it. certainly, as appears, did not 
get it or have it on 10 January, 1881, but after that time. It certainly 
had it before the time it executed the deed of assignment to the defendant 
corporation, which was 31 September, 1883. The judgment must, there- 
fore, be so amended as to allow interest on the principal sum of money 
from that date, and the whole judgment, so amended, affirmed. To that 
end, let this opinion be certified to the Superior Court. 
Modified and affirmed. 


Crted: S. c., 101 N. G., 679; ee v. Swinson, 104 N. C., 561; 
Walker v. Scott, 106 N. C., 62; Tailors Pope, abid., 270; Romana v. 
Steamboat Co., 107 N. C., 117; Friedenwald v. Tobacco Co.; 117 N. C., 
557; Hocutt v. KR. B., 194 N, C., 216; Howe v. Harper, 197 N. 1G. 357; 
, Godwin V. as als 174 N. C.,, 16: Lanier v. Pullman Co., 180 N. C., 
410. | 
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(469) 


I. V. anp EH. BAIRD, ADMINISTRATORS or W. R. BAIRD, v. W. T. REYNOLDS, 
ADMINISTRATOR OF DANIEL REYNOLDS. * 


jualin of fact for the Doiud and for the J ury—Evidence—Statute 
of Lamatations—Presumptions—Seal. 


1. Whether a scroll affixed to a bond is a seal, is a question of law for the 
court; but whether there was a scroll; and whether the obligor placed it 
there, or adopted it as his seal, are questions of fact for the jury. 

2. The period elapsing between the death of the maker of a bond and the 
qualification of his personal representative, must be excluded in computing 
the time when the statute of presumptions is relied upon as a defense; 
but the rule is different with respect to the time elapsing between the 

- death of the payee and the appointment of his administrator. 


Crvin action, tried before MacRae, J., at March Term, 1888, of 
Buncomse Superior Court. 
The plaintiff sought to recover the balance alleged to be due upon a 


note, under seal, made by the defendant’s intestate to J. S. T. Baird in 


1863, for $1,500, which was assigned to plaintiff’s intestate. 

Defendant denied all the allegations of the complaint, pleaded counter- 
claims, scale of Confederate currency, “that more than ten years have 
elapsed since the plaintiff’s alleged cause of action accrued, and before 
the commencement of this action, and the same is barred by the statute 
of limitations in such case provided.” | 

And the same as to three years. 

This action was begun on 5 January, 1880. . 

The plaintiff offered a paper, much mutilated and worn, and in 
several pieces. 

W. E. Weaver, a witness for plaintiff, testified that he knew the hand- 
writing of Dan’l Reynolds. The writing was very dim, but he | 
thought that it was Dan’] Reynold’s signature. His best impres- (470) 
sion was, that he had seen the note before; that it was, at that 
time, all in one piece, and he recognized the credit endorsed as in W. R. 
Baird’s handwriting. — 

This witness further testified, that in 1877 or 1878, he saw Dan’l Rey- 
nolds, a short time previous to his death, and mentioned to him some- 
thing about his indebtedness to W. R. Baird, but witness does not know 
that he mentioned this note. 

Dan’l Reynolds replied, it was true Uncle Billy (meaning W. R. 
Baird) did claim that he owed him something, but if J. 8. T. Baird | 


*MERRIMON, J., did not sit upon the hearing of his cause. 
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would come forward and do what was right, he (Reynolds) would not 
owe him a cent. 

It was in evidence that W. RB. Baird died N auemiee 1883, and the | 
plaintiffs qualified as his administrators 1 January, 1884; that Dan’l 
Reynolds died 21 January, 1878, and the defendant qualified as his ad-' 
_ministrator 2 April, 1878; and that the note was dated in 1863, with a 
credit endorsed 1 November, 1863, of $1,100. | 

Dr. Reagan testified for the plaintiffs, that during the war he had 
possession of W. R. Baird’s papers, and that among them “there was a 
note given by Dan’] Reynolds to J. 8. T. Baird for. $1,500, and that this 
part (meaning that piece of the paper produced) looks exactly like it; 
that it was all in one piece then, the balance, or other pieces, 1s so res 
that witness cannot swear to it. Witness does not recollect the endorse- 
ment, but he knows that the note was transferred to W. R. Baird. _ 

Much testimony was offered by the defendant, in support of his 
counterclaim, but it, and the issues relating thorets, are immaterial for — 
the purpose of. this apocal Dr. Reagan was recalled for the plaintiffs, 
and testified, “that he was prety sh satisfied that the note was under 
seal,” 

The plaintiffs see the presiding ibe to fngneee the paper 
(471) offered, and declare whether there was a seal aa to the signa~ 
ture of the maker. 

The judge examined the note, and stated that he could not ieteenine | 
by inspection, whether there was a seal or not, and left it to the ary, | 
as a question of fact, to determine. Plaintifis eheontal: 

‘W. E. Weaver, was recalled by the plaintiff, and testified, that upon 
examination of the note there seemed to be 4 seal there, with the name 
— written over it. : : 

The issues material to this appeal were: 

1. Is the defendant indebted to the plaintiffs. as alleged i in the com 
plaint? If so, in what amount? 

2. Is said indebtedness barred by the statute of iataconss 

The plaintiffs, on the trial, insisted that the evidence of W. E. Weaver, ie 
as to the declaration of Dan’l Reynolds a short time before his death, 
was some evidence to go to the j jury, to rebut the statutory presumption 
of payment of said note; and further, that the time between the death 
of defendant’s intestate ana the appointment of defendant as his ad-— 
ministrator, should be excluded in counting the time during which the 
statute of presumption was running, and that the time between the 
death of plaintiff and the appointment ¢ of his aan should be 
| ee in counting said time. 
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“The judge instructed the jury: f 4 
.“T am unable to decide by inspection whether there is a seal to that. 
note or not. If you have been satisfied that the paper presented is a note 
made by Dan’l Reynolds.to J. S. T. Baird, you must ascertain whether 
there is a-seal. If there is a seal, you will respond to the first iastie, No;. 
for upon the testimony the predumpeen of payment has arisen. ns 
tiffs excepted. 
If there is no seal, you must find that it is barred ie the statute of 
limitations.” 7 | 
The jury responded to the first issue, No, and to the last (47 2) 
issue, Yes. » ‘ 
| J udgment was rendered in favor of the defendant, and | plaintfi 
" appealed. — 


W.Ww.d es for plaintiffs. 
C. A. Moore for. defendant, 


mia: J; after stating the case: 1. The first question presented is: 
Was there error in leaving it to the jury to say whether there was a) 
seal or not? | 

In Yarborough v. M nile: 3 Dev., 420, there were two signatures to 4. 
contract and one seal, and the question \ was, whether both parties gs 
one and the same seal: 3 
It was said: “Whether the scroll affixed was in this State a seal, cer- 
tainly was a question of law, to be determined by the court, but whether 
the defendant placed it there, or adopted it as his seal, if placed there 
by the plaintiff or any other person, were questions for the jury.” 

The same was held in Pickens v. Rymer, 90 N. C., 282. If there was. 
a scroll, the court should have determined whether it was a seal or not; 
but whether there was a scroll or seal on the paper, was a question of 
fact, and in the worn and mutilated condition of the paper that could 
not easily be determined by inspection, and there was some evidence in 
relation to it, and the fair construction of his Honor’s charge, when he 
told the jury, “You must ascertain whether there is a.seal,” is, you must 
ascertain the fact whether there was a scroll or seal attached to the 
name; and in this view we think there was no error. 

2. Whether the testimony of Weaver. as to the declaration of Rey- 
' nolds was of much or little weight, it went to the jury for what it was 
worth, and without objection, and presents no question for our review. 

3. Should the time between the death of the defendant’s in- 
testate and the appointment of the defendant as his adminis- (473) 
trator, be excluded in computing the time in which the ‘statute 
_ of prosper was running ? 
«BT. 
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The anesaon has been several times before this Court. It was pre- 
sented and discussed in Tucker v. Baker, 94 N. C., 162, but not decided 
as the case was disposed of on another ground, but: it was directly before’ | 
the court at the same term in Long v. Clegg, 94 N. C., 763. It was there 
held by the Court, after a very full and deliberate consideration, that the 
time during which there was no administration,.must be excluded in the 
computation of the time. We content ourselves with referring to that 
case and the authorities there cited, as setting the eee at rest in 
this State. 

4. Should the time between the death of the plaintiff's intestate and 
the appointment of his administrators be excluded ! 

In Hall v. Gibbs, 87 N. C., 4, the Court said, that the death of the 
plaintiff’s intestate would not obstruct the running of the statute, and 
this we also take to be settled in this State. In explaining what, at first 
view, seems to be a want of harmony between Hail v. Gibbs, and Long 
v. Clegg, the Chief Justice said: “The same remissness in not suing out 
letters of administration by those entitled to the personal estate, may © 
stand as rebutting evidence upon somewhat the same ground as the 
-remissness of the creditor in not asserting his demand by action, and 
hence the explanatory inference is drawn, that the debt has been dis- 
charged. But the case is different where the debtor remains the whole 
time accessible to process, and none is sued out to enforce his lability. 
The distinction in the cases may be maintained upon the principle that 
there can be no forbearance, the admitted cueaen of the Dae 
tion, when there is no one to forbear.” 

The time between 20 May, 1861, and 1 January, 1870, is not: to be 

counted, and the time dane which there was no administration 
(474) on the estate of defendant’s intestate is not to be counted. There 

was evidence tending to show that he died on 21 January, 1878, 
and that administration on his estate was taken out on 2 April, 187 8, and 
this action-was commenced on.5 J anuary, 1880. _ 

There was error in charging the jury, that if there wae a seal, “upon 
the testimony, the presumption of payment has arisen.’ 

The plaintiff is entitled to a new trial. 

Error. 


Gated: Coppersmith v. Wate 107 N. C., 35; Paley Vv. Brawley, 
109 N. C., 527; Dickson v. Crawley, 112 N. C, 633. | 7 


374 


NO] _ FEBRUARY TERM, 1838. 


ANDERSON v. LOGAN. 


MARY F. ANDERSON. v. G. W. LOGAN anp CARTER BURNETT. 
Deed—Probate—R egistration—E vidéence—Handwriting. 


1. No legal estate in lands will pass until the deed of conveyance has been 
duly proved and registered. 


2. Where it appears that the seiaenea’ upon which the probate was taken, is 
essentially defective, a registration thereon is void. 


~ 3. It is not now necessary that the witnesses to prove the signatures of dead 
or nonresident witnesses to, or makers of, a deed, shall state the grounds 
upon which their opinion of the genuineness of the signatures is formed ; 
but it is necessary that they shall depose that they are well acquainted 
with the handwriting of the subscribing pene and that their signa- 
_ tures are genuine. . 


THIs 1s a civil action, and was ied before M acRae, J., at Fall ere 
1887, of Ruruerrorp Superior Court. 

The plaintiffs, in the necessary deduction of title to iene claimed in 
‘the action, and denied by the defendants, offered in evidence upon the 
trial before the jury a deed, purporting to have been executed by Vaney 
McBee, D. Reinifart and R. G. Twitty—the latter as executor of 
Joseph Bowen—to Mildren Bowen, with Jacob Michael and (475) 
B. F. Long as attesting witnesses, conveying the lot, and which 

had been ae upon the following certificate of probate: 


State oF Nortn Carorina—Rutherford County. 

This 19 March, 1868, came before me, W. M. Shipp, one of the eve 
of the Superior Court of Law and Equity, A. G. Logan, who swore that 
he was well acquainted with the handwriting of Jacob Michael and 
BE. Logan, the subscribing witnesses to the within deed, having fre- 
quently seen each of the witnesses; that Jacob Michael is dead, and 
B. F. Logan has been a nonresident of the State for many years. Let 
this deed and certificate be registered. | 

 W.M. Sup, J. S.C. LD. and Equity. 


The defendants objected to the admission of the deed, on the soni 
of an insufficient proof of execution, not warranting registration. The 
objection was overruled, the deed rooeived and read in evidence, and 
exception taken thereto. 


JO. De arris for plaintiff. — 
D. G. Fowle for defendants. 
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Smitu, C. J., after stating the case: The correctness of the ruling 
alone need be considered in disposing of the defendants’ appeal from 
the final judgment rendered for the plaintiff. © 
A deed cannot be used.to support title to land until it is proved and 

registered, and only when this is done does the legal estate pass. This 
has been repeatedly ruled. Hare v. Jernigan, 76 N. C., 471; Triplett v. 
Witherspoon, 74 N. C., 475; Rollins v. Henry, 78 N. C., 342. 

—— In Carrier v. Hampton, 11 Ired., 807, it was held, that proof. 
(476) of the death of the subscribing witness, and that the signature is 

in his handwriting, was insufficient, in not stating on what ground 
his opinion was formed, nor by what means a knowledge of the de- 
ceased’s handwriting had been acquired. This was overruled in Barwick 
v. Wood, 3 Jones, 306, and it was declared to be sufficient if the probate 
shows that the witness declared, in general terms, that he was “well 
acquainted with the handwriting,” without showing how this knowledge 
was obtained; and this ruling is followed in Davis ». Higgins, 91 
N. C., 382. 

Where the evidence upon which the probate is adjudged is set out, 
and it appears to be essentially defective, the registration is void as 
such. Howell v. Ray, 92 N.C., 510. 

Now, it is manifest that chore has been not mefely an insufficient 
probate, but no probate at all, of the signature of the subscribing wit- 
nesses, an indispensable prerequisite. 

The witness proves his competency to testify to the genuiness of the 
signatures, and by supplying the evident ellipsis “write,” after the 
words, “having frequently seen each of the witnesses,” the means by 
which he became qualified so to testify, but he does not testify at all to 
the fact that the signatures to the deed are in the handwriting of the» 
parties. 

There is, tharet ore: a total failure to prove the execution of the 
deed, and the registration was unauthorized and void, and the admission 
of the deed as evidence is error. 

The judgment must therefore be reversed, and a venire de novo 
awarded. 

Error. 


Cited: McClure v. Crow, 196 N. C., 660. 
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(477) 


DAVID HARMON er AL. v. J. F. HERNDON, ADMINISTRATOR OF 
J. F. FALL, Ev AL. : 


A oe Undertaking—P resumption. 


1,N othing to the contrary appearing, it will be presumed that an undertak- 
ing on appeal was filed at the date of the justification. It is, however, 
competent to show that it was filed at another time. 


2. The failure to give an undertaking on appeal within the prescribed time, is 
not such an irregularity as contemplated by the statute, Laws. 1887, 
ch. 121. 


“Ar tHE Fall Term, 1886, of the Superior Court of the county of 
CLEVELAND, held in the month of October, of that year, Graves, J., pre- 
siding, the plaintiffs, appellees, obtained judgment in that court against 
the defendants, from which the latter appealed to this Court. 

The court made on the minutes of its proceedings in the case, this 
entry: “Defendants allowed thirty days to tender case and file appeal 
bond.” The undertaking on appeal is filed without date, except that it 
was justified—just under it on the same paper—on 7 February, 1887. 

When the appeal was called for argument, the appellees moved to 
dismiss it upon the ground that the undertaking on appeal was not filed 
within the time allowed by law, nor within the time allowed by the court. 


Platt D. Walker for plaintiff's. 
W. P. Bynum for defendants. 


Mzreimon, J. We are constrained to allow the motion. It must be 
taken, nothing to the contrary appearing, that the undertaking on appeal 
was filed on the day it was justified, and this was quite three months 
next after the lapse of the time within which the court directed that it 
might be filed. It was held in Boyden v. Williams, 92 N. C., 546, that 
if the undertaking on appeal is without date, and the justification 
thereof has a date, the latter date must be taken as the date of the (478) 
filing thereof. The appellants might, however, have shown that 
_ the undertaking was, in fact, filed within the time allowed by the court. 
They did not offer to do so, and the inference is they could not. 

This case does not come within the statute (Acts 1887, ch. 121, sec. i). 
The failure to give the undertaking on appeal is not an “irregularity” 
within the meaning of that statute.. Bowen v. Fox, 98 N. C., 396. 

_ The appellees are entitled to have their motion avowed. 

meuee dismissed. | 
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L. D. GARRISON anp wae vy. CAROLINE COX et At. 


Partition—Sale of Land for Assets—Parties—J oinder of Actions— 
Special Proceedings—Administration. | 


1. In a special proceeding for partition, it is erroneous to permit the personal 
_ representative of the ancestor of the tenants in common to interplead and 
apply for a license to sell the lands for assets. 


2. The same principle which forbids the improper joinder of causes in civil 
actions, applies to special proceedings. 


3. Where it appears to the court in a proceeding for partition, that it may 
become necessary to sell the lands for assets, it should stay the partition 
until the personal representative can have reasonable Opportunity to apply. 
for a license. 


Tus is a ert proceeding, heard before Boykin, J., upon appeal 
from the clerk of Burxe Superior Court, at. Chambers, on the Fall 
Cireuit of 1887. 
The plaintiffs, husband and wife, brought this special proceed-. 
(47 9) ing to obtain partition of the land specified in the petition. They 
allege therein that Wesley Cox died intestate on 16 September, 
1883, in the county of Burke, leaving the feme plaintiff and the defend-. 
ants surviving him, as his only heirs at law, and that the land men- 
tioned descended to them from their said ancestor as tenants in common, 
subject to the dower of the surviving widow of the said intestate, etc. 

The defendants admit some of the material allegations of the com- 
plaint and deny others; and allege that at the time of the death of their 
ancestor, he owed numerous debts for considerable amounts, which have 
not been paid, and particularly, the defendant Julius A. Cox, alleges 
that he is the administrator of the intestate—his father—that the estate 
is largely indebted—that there are no personal assets to pay these debts— 
that there is no real estate of his intestate, except that mentioned, and 
that it 1s necessary to sell the same, to make assets to pay debts, etc. 

The following is a copy of so much of the case stated on appeal, as 
need be set forth here: “The clerk, upon motion, made the administrator | 
of Wesley Cox a party defendant to the proceeding, and upon his filing © 
answer, ordered a sale of the land for assets, instead of for partition, as 
prayed in the petition. Plaintiffs excepted to the said administrator 
being made a party, and to the order of sale for assets, and, upon appeal, 
Judge Avery reversed the order or judgment of the clerk, and ordered 
an account to be taken, to which plaintiffs excepted. And the account 
having been taken, and the case coming on again to be heard before the 
clerk, the plaintiffs again insisted that the administrator of Wesley Cox 
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was not a necessary or proper party, and that the land be sold for parti- 
tion. The clerk having ordered a sale of the land for assets, plaintiffs 
appealed, and thereupon his Honor, Boykin, J., having heard said case, 
and being of opinion that the administrator of Wesley Cox was not a 
necessary or proper party to this proceeding, and that there was, 
therefore, error in the order of the clerk, reversed the same, and (480) 
gave judgment that said administrator be notified to proceed no 
further in making sale of said land for assets, and that the clerk proceed 
in the partition of said land according to law.” To which judgment 
J. A. Cox, administrator of Wesley Cox, excepted and appealed. 


N o counsel for plaintiffs. 


S.J. Ervin for defendants. 


Merrion, J., after stating the case: The distinct and sole purpose of 
this special proceeding i is to have partition made of the tract of land, 
"mentioned in the petition, among the feme plaintiff and the defendants, 
who are tenants in common thereof, according to their several and re- 
spective rights as such. The right of these tenants in common to have 
partition of the land among themselves, is distinct in its nature from, 
and cannot affect the right of, the appellant administrator in the case 
allowed by law to apply by special proceedings for a license to sell the 
land of his intestate to make assets to pay debts. The special proceed- 
ing to compel partition is entirely different, in its nature and purpose, 
from that to sell land to make assets; and there 5 is no statutory provision 
that requires, or allows, the two diverse purposes or causes of proceed- 
ings to be united and effectuated in one and the same special proceeding. 
Nor is there any general principle of the law of procedure applicable 
that requires such causes of special proceeding to be united in the same 
special proceeding. 

The appellant seeks to bring into this special proceeding a cause of 
such proceeding foreign to, and not connected with its purpose; his 
cause of such proceeding, and his remedy in respect thereto, as to the 
land which the tenants in common seek to have partitioned, does not 
affect their rights as such tenants among and between themselves; 
his remedy is not with the defendant, as against the plaintiff, (481) 
nor with the latter, against the former, but against both the 
plaintiffs and defendants, in a distinct special proceeding brought by » 
him. There is the same objection to uniting distinct causes of special 
proceedings in one and the same special proceeding that there is to 
- uniting two or more distinct causes of action in the same action between 
the same parties, which the statute does not allow to be so united. The 
reason of the objection applies with equal force in both cases. The — 
Code, sec. 27 8. 79 
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It seems to us very clear that the causes of special proceeding, which 
the appellant seeks to have united in this special proceeding, do not at 
_all come within the provisions of the statute (The Code, sec. 267) which 
allows several causes of action to be united in the same action. They 
_ do cae both, in any reasonable on proper sense, arise out of : 

. “The same transaction or transactions connected. with the same 
oie of action; 2, Contract, express or implied; or. 3, Injuries, with 
or without force, to person aaa property, or to either; or 4, Injuries to — 
character; or 5, Claims to recover real property, with or without dam-— 
ages for the withholding thereof, and the rents of the same; or 6, Claims 
to recover personal property, with or without damages for the with- 
holding thereof; or 7, Claims against a trustee, by virtue of a contract 
or by operation ‘of law.” 

The two causes of special proceeding under consideration do not arise 
“under any of the heads thus enumerated. They do not arise out of “the 
same transaction,’ ete:, nor out of “clatms to recover real property,” 
ete., in any reasonable interpretation of these clauses of the statute. 

The rights of the tenants in common are incident to their estate in 
_ the land as among and between themselves; the right of the appellant 
affects them collectively and adversely, and arises out of a particular 
statutory provision. 
| It was contended on the‘argument that the appellant might be 

(482) made a party defendant, as allowed by the statute (The Code, 
: sec. 184). We cannot think so, because he does not claim “an 
interest in the controversy adverse to the plaintiff,” nor is he “a neces- 
sary party to a complete determination or settlement of the question 
involved therein”; he has no connection with, or interest in, the con- 
troversy as to the ‘partition demanded, nor is i‘. a party necessary to a 
determination of the rights of the parties involved therein. And, for 
the like reason, he could not be made a party, as allowed by the statute 
(The Code, sec. 189), as contended by his counsel. Colgrove v. Koonce, 
76 N. C., 363; Wade v. Sanders, 70 N. C., 277; McDonald v. Morris, 
89 N. C., 99. 

As we hace suggested, the cause of special proceeding of fhe appellant 
is exceptional and peculiar, given by the statute (The Code, sec. 1486), 
for a particular purpose, that may arise in the course of settling and 
closing the estate of his intestate, and he must pursue the remedy given 
by the statute.. He could not have his remedy in this special proceed- — 
ing, unless by consent of all the parties, with the sanction of the court. 

_ Such a course of practice as that insisted upon, if the court could allow 
it at all, would in many—most—cases, lead to a increase of costs 
and give rise to, inextricable confusion. 
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In this case, the plaintiffs seek to have partition made of the land; 
the surviving widow is introduced,-to the same end. She may have her 
dower assigned to her, and the appellant asks leave to come in and have 
a license to sell the land to make assets to pay debts, and all the accounts 
taken incident thereto. and in the litigation involved! Three diverse, 
disconnected causes of special proceedings in one! Carlton v. Byers, 

93 N. C., 302; Clendenen v. Turner, 96 N.C., 416. | 
It may be that the appellant, if he had brought his own special pro- 

ceeding to sell the land to make assets, etc., could, for good causes shown, 
have restrained, by injunction, the tenants: in common in this case from 
proceeding to have partition thereof, until he could obtain a license to 
sell the land for the purpose mentioned. 

So, the court properly held, that. the appellant administrator (483) 
was not a proper party. We think, however, that the court 
should have stayed the proceeding, until the appellant administrator 
could have reasonable opportunity to apply, properly, for a license to 
sell the land to make assets, etc. The defendants allege that partition 
- ought not now to. be made, because the land is chargeable to make assets, 
-and this sufficiently appeared to warrant such order. It should be made, 
to prevent possible confusion among the parties, finally, and to the end 
that the land may be sold, if need be, for a better price, all embarrass- 
ment being out of the ware The judgment, mocined as thus indicated, 
must be affirmed. 

To that end let this opinion be certified to iis ERECTOR Court. 

Modified and affirmed. 


Cited: Turner v. Shuffler, 108 N. C., 645, 


ARA BRITTAIN y. 8. E. MULL er an. 
Parties—Judgment—J urisdiction. 


1. Where the pence shows that a person was a party, and the court had 
jurisdiction of the subject. of the action, a judgment therein cannot be 
collaterally attacked, on the ground that the person was not in fact a 
party. The proper remedy is by a direct proceeding to correct the record 
and vacate the judgment. The fact thatthe party complaining was at the 
rendition of the judgment a lunatic or infant, constitutes no exception to 
this rule. | 


(Vide, 8. c., 91 N. C., 498, and 94.N. C., 595.) 
| gat 
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Tus was a special proceeding, heard by MacRae, J., on the Spring 
Circuit, 1887, upon an appeal from the clerk of the Superior Court of 
| Burke County. 

(484) This action was somaiieniead in the Superior Court of Burke, 

before the clerk, in February, 1880, by the plaintiff, who is the ~ 
widow of James Brittain, who died intestate in 1876, possessed of the 
lands described in the petition, against the administrator and heirs at 
law of her deceased husband, and Sarah Mull, as the purchaser of the 
land of the deceased husband, at a sale thereof made, to make assets to 
pay the debts of the deceased, there being a balance due from the estate 
of said deceased of the purchase money for said land. | 

On the hearing before the clerk, 30 August, 1886, the following facts, 
as appears from the statement of Te case, were Pound by him: 

That plaintiff filed her petition for dower in said land in J anuary, 
1877, and afterwards had said action dismissed, and, in said action, 
waived her right of dower in said land. 

That subsequently, to wit, on 24 February, 1877, the plaintiff, Ara 
Brittain, jomed with 8. E. Mull, the adininiateater of her deceased 
husband, and the heirs at law of hep aiid husband, and filed a petition 
against Marcus Brittain, an infant heir, asking for a sale of said land, 
for the purpose of creating assets in the hands of the administrator to 
pay debts. 

The said Ara Breath: being a plaintiff in said action, and stating 
that “said land was subject to her dower,” “but which right has been 
heretofore and is hereby waived,” agreed to take a child’s part in leu 
of dower. | | 

That said land was duly sold, and Sarah Mull became the purchaser, 
and paid the sum of $815 for said land, and the title was duly executed 
to her. 

That on 26 F ebruary, 1880, plaintiff began this action of dower 
against the administrator and hei at law of her deceased husband and 

Sarah Mull, the purchaser of the land. 
(485) That at Fall Term, 1881, of Burke Superior Court, the follow- 
| ing and only issues were submitted to a pany: without exceptions, 
and found as follows: 

1. Did plaintiff, by her agreement in the clerk’s office i in 1877, ‘waive 
her right of dower in said land? Answer: Yes. _ 

2. Was such waiver ‘void by reason of. plaintifi’s mental incapacity? 
Answer: Yes. 

That on said verdict no ee or ae was enereg and no motion 
made by plaintiff, until Pepe Term, 1883. | 
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That at Fall Term, 1882, the original answer of defendants having 
been lost, the court ordered, by consent of parties, that the defendants 
have leave to supply the answer so lost or mislaid. 

That at Spring Term, 1883, the plaintiff moved: 

1. To strike papers from the files, with the answers fildd by leave of 
the court, at Fall Term, 1882, to supply the place of the original answer. 

2. To remand cause to probate judge. 

3. To have dower assigned to the plaintiff. 

Which three motions were refused by the court, and the plaintiff 
appealed. 

And on return of certificate from. Supreme Court, plaintiff moved, 
before the clerk, for dower, which motion he refused, and plaintiff ap- 
pealed. 

And this cause coming on now to be heard, the court ‘is of opinion, 
and finds, as matters and conclusions of law, that as the jury found by 
the issties that the waiver by plaintiff of her dower was void, by reason 
of plaintiff’s incapacity, said waiver does not operate as a bar to her 
right of dower, but the court is of opinion that the waiver and judgment 
~ could not .be attacked collaterally in this proceeding, but should be 
attacked by a direct proceeding. | 

The court is of opinion, and finds as a conclusion of law, that the 
plaintiff also waived her dower in the proceeding entitled S. E. | 
Mull, administrator, et al., v, Marcus Brittain, wherein the (486) 
plaintiff joined with the administrator and heirs against Marcus 
Brittain, an infant heir, in a petition asking for a sale of the lands to 
create assets, to pay debts, plaintiff alleging “that her right to dower 
had been heretofore, and is hereby waived,” at which sale Sarah Mull 
became the purchaser. These facts are set up, and the estoppel pleaded 
in the amended answer filed, by leave of the court, at Fall Term, 1882, 
and plaintiff excepts to the court considering said answer as being filed. 
This, the Court finds, operates as a bar to plaintifi’s dower, and she is 


» estopped, certainly, until the waiver and judgment in the proceeding 


entitled S. E. Mull, administrator, e¢ al., v. Marcus Brittain, is reversed 
by a direct proceeding for that purpose, if not estopped, until the waiver 
and judgment in the proceeding entitled Ara Brittain v. Robert Brittain, 
is reversed by a direct proceeding for that purpose. | 

Whereupon it is adjudged by the court, that plaintiff’s motion be 
overruled, and the action be dismissed, and judgment onieres against 
_the plaintiff for costs. 

From the above order the plaintiff appealed. 

The following are the plaintiff’s exceptions to the findings of fact, 
and conclusions of law, by the clerk: | 
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1. That the clerk has found, without any evidence, that plaintiff 
waived her right of dower in the action pending in the Superior Court | 
of Burke County, entitled Ara Brittain v. Robert Brittain and others, 
and plaintiff asks that the record in said action (being the evidence upon 
which said finding i is based) be set out in the clerk’s statement on appeal. 

9. That the clerk finds that the petitioner was a party plaintiff, and 
waived her dower, in the case of S. E. Mull, administrator, et al., v. 
Marcus Brittain, and that she agreed to take a child’s part in heu 

thereof. Whereas, her name does not appear in the summons in 

(487) said action, and in the petition, where her name does appear, 

there is nothing said about taking a child’s part; plaintiff, there- 
fore, asks that the clerk amend his findings so as to state the record as it 
is, and that he further find, whether or not there is any mention in the 
order of sale, in said action, as to any waiver or dower, or said land being 
sold free of dower. 

8. That the name of plaintiff not appearing in the summons in said 
ease of S. E. Mull, et al., v. Marcus Brittain, she is not estopped thereby, 
and the order of ale. (or judgment, soealled ), does not estop her, be- 
cause there is no mention of dower being waived in said order (or iudg- 
ment). 

_ 4, That there is no need of any direct proceeding to set agide a judg- 
ment which does not mention plaintiff, and where the plaintiff’s name 
‘does not appear in the summons, either as plaintiff or defendant. 

5. That there is no estoppel as to plaintiff in the case of Ara Brittain 
v. Marcus Brittain and others, for the reason that the jury (in this 
case) only find (and the verdict of the jury is the only evidence of any 
estoppel), that there was an agreement in the clerk’s office, in 1887, to 
waive her dower, but whether said agreement was a matter of record, 
does not appear, and as no estoppel of record was, at that time, pleaded 
by the defendants, it must be held to embrace only a verbal agreement. 
_ (See original answers of defendants, and verdict of the jury.) 

6. The defendant Sarah Mull cannot claim as an innocent pur- — 
chaser, for the reason, that no order was made that said land be sold 
free and discharged of plaintaff’s right of dower; there is no record in 
the case of Ara Brittain v. Robert Brittain and others, of any waiver — 
of dower by plaintiff, and the order of sale in the case of S. E. Mull 
and others v. Marcus Brittain, makes no mention of pints BOW ers | 
or any waiver thereof. 

7. For that the verdict of the jury embraces. only a verbal 

(488) agreement, and the defendants, having failed to suggest any other 
issues at the time said issues were tried, have waived their right 

to do so now, and though no formal order or judgment was then made 
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or rendered on said verdict, the law preseribes that the judgment is the 
one that should have been rendered at that time. 
_ 8. The jury having. found that the plaintiff was insane at the time _ 
_ of the alleged waiver by plaintiff, said waiver is void as to her. oe 
_ 9, The judge of the Superior Court only ordered that defendants be _ 
allowed to supply their answers, not to. amend, or set up any new © 
defense, the plaintiff insists, that if said order could be so construed as 
to allow her to set up a new defense, there was no jurisdiction in the 
court to make said order, especially after verdict. 
_ Upon the oe. of this appeal, the following judgment was ren- 
dered: 

This cause coming on to be heard before MacRae, J., on 19 March, 
1887, and being heard, now it is considered, on the facts found by the 


a clerk, and adopted as the findings of the Saas that the motion be 


denied, and the judgment of the clerk be affirmed. 
From which the plaintiff appealed. 


No counsel for plaimtsff. 
S.J. Ervin for defendants. 


| Davis, J, after stating the case: This is the third time that this case 
has been before this Court. 

The first appeal (91 N. ©., 498) was from the refusal of the court 
below to grant the three. motions made at Spring Term, 1883, as set out 
in this case. 

The second (94 N. C., 595) was from the refusal to grant the motions 
of the plaintiff on the return of the certificate from the Supreme Court 
in the first appeal. | 

When the second appeal was before this Court, it was said (489) 
“that the clerk, acting as and for the.court,”’ ought to have de-- 
eided any question properly presented by the pleadings, and “from his 
decision either party, if dissatisfied, could appeal.” 

_ The Court said: “Among the questions we can see, the jury having 
found that the appellant was insane at the time the alleged ‘waiver’ was 
given in the proceeding collateral to the present one, that he ought to 
have decided, first, whether or not the alleged oaivee operates as a bar 
to the appellant’s right of dower; and secondly, could the ‘waiver’ and 
judgment in the proceeding, other than this referred to, be attacked col- 
laterally in this proceeding, and whether or not, as the petitioner was 
insane at the time the ‘waiver’ was given, it and the judgment were — 
_ absolutely void as to her. He ought to have decided these, and perhaps 
other questions presented, and either party would have had a right to 
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appeal from his decision to the judge, at Chambers, and the decision 
of the judge in that case would have prevailed as the judgment of the 
court, unless an: appeal-should have been taken from his decision to this 
| Court, whieh might be done.” 

Upon the last trial before the clerk, the several questions presented 
were passed upon by him, and sud gmnent rendered, dismissing the plazn- 
tiff’s action. Upon exception and appeal, his judgment was affirmed by 
the judge below, and the assignment of errors of law in those exceptions 
is now the subject of our review. 

The plaintiff says there was “no siden to support the Andee 
the clerk in regard to the “waiver” of right to dower, and asks that the 
record be set out in the statement on appeal. This is done, and; upon an 
inspection, we think there was evidence to support the findings. | 

~The record shows that the petition for dower was filed 9 January, 
1877; there was an answer and replication, and on 23 January 
(490) an agreement was filed, to the effect that-the heirs at law of 
: James Brittain would pay the costs of the application for dower, 
if the widow would dismiss the same and agree that the land should be : 
sold, and after paying “the judgment against it,” the balance of the | 
money should be divided “between the widow cad all the heirs, me to 
take a child’s part of the money in leu of her dower,” ete. : 

The plaintiff’s name is not signed to this agreement, but no further 
action was had upon the-petition for dower; and soon thereafter a sum- 
mons was issued, in the name of “S. E. Mull, administrator of James 
Brittain, and others, against Marcus Brittain, infant heir of James 
Brittain,” ete., and a petition for a sale of the land in question was filed 
in the name of “Sidney E. Mull, administrator of James Brittain, and 
others,” naming them, and among them “Ara Brittain, widow,’ ” against 
“Marcus Brittain, infant,” ete. 

In said petition it is, among other ek alleged .“that the whole of 
the personal estate was allotted to Ara Brittain, widow of the intestate, 
as a year’s allowance,” etc. : 

. There was the further statement, that ‘ ‘said land was subject, how- 
ever, to the dower of the plaintiff, Ara Brittain, the widow of the said 
intestate, which right has heretofore and is hereby waived.” | 

The plaintiff says that “her name does not appear in the summons in 
said action, and in the petition, ies her name does apes nothing is 
' said about taking a child’s part,” | 

It is true that her name does a appear in the summons, nor does 
the name of any of the petitioners except that of S. E. Mull, adminis- 
trator, etc. The summons is issued in the name of “S. E. Mull, adminis- 
trator of James Brittain, and others, against Marcus Brittain,” etc., but 
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in the petition, the names of all the petitioners, including that of the 
plaintiff, are set out. She was a petitioner, or plaintiff, in that action, 
not adefendant. | 

“A plaintiff need not be brought into sn, he comes in, A (491) 
judgment is of no force against a person as plaintiff, unless the 
record shows him to be plaintiff. If the record shows him to be plain- 
tiff, when, in fact, he was not, then it stands as where the record shows 
one to be defendant when he is not. In both cases, the record is con- 
clusive until corrected by a direct paoceuing for that purpose.” las 
wv. Brown, 72 N. C., 393. 

It is true, that, ae the order of sale, the case is stated by. its. fits, 
“S. E. Mull, administrator, etc., plaintiffs, against Mark Brittain, 
ete., defendants,” but it refers to the petition, recites the necessity of the 
sale, ete., and adjudges that the land specified in the petition be sold, 
without ay reservation or exception whatever, and it was so sold, the 
sale confirmed, and title made. 

There was no error in the court below in holding that “the waiver 
and judgment could not be attacked collaterally in this proceeding.” — 
This disposes of the 1st, 2d, 3d, 4th, 5th, 6th and 7th exceptions of the 
plaintiff, all of which are based upon alleged irregularities or defects, 
affecting the proceeding, orders and judgments sought to be thus col- 
laterally attacked, and also of the eighth; for the finding of the jury 
in this action, that the plaintiff waived her right of dower, but that such 
waiver was void, by reason of plaintiff’s mental incapacity, is not, in 
any proceedings directly instituted, to vacate or annul the proceedings 
under which the land was sold, but is a collateral attack, and cannot be 
made in this action. If she was insane when the order or judgment was 
_ made, however, irregular, or erroneous the judgment may have been, it 
 eannot be collaterally brought in question. In a direct. proceeding to 
vacate the judgment, the court can see, and will see, that no Enyusties 18 


~ done. 


While the judgment seaile the fact that the plaintiff was insane, does 
not protect her. Fanshaw v. Fanshaw, Bus., 166; Armfield v. Moore, 
ibid., 157; Skinner v. Moore, 2 D. & B., 188; Pigot v. Davis, 3 Hawks, 
25; Williams ». Harrington, 11 Ired., 616; "Marshall v. Fisher, 

1 J ones, 111; Bender v. Askew, 3 Dev 149; Riggan v. Green, (492) 
80 N. C., 236; Grantham v. Kennedy, ‘91 N. C., 148; Hare »v. 
Hollomon, 94 N. C., 14; Sumner v. Sessoms, ibid., 371; Burgess v. 
_ Kirby, ibid., 575; Ward v. Lowndes, 96 N. C., 367; and numerous cases 
cited in these, all going, with one accord, to show that where there is 
jurisdiction in the court, its action cannot be attacked except by direct 
proceedings, and that infancy, lunacy, etc., constitute no exception. 
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‘The ninth exception cannot be sustained. The amendment was a 
matter of discretion in the court below, and it was the judge as to 
whether the amendment or the supplied answers for those that were 
lost, were such as were authorized. 

N o error. | | 


Cited: Williams v. Johnson, 112 N. C., 437; Chamblee v. pousniie: 
120 N. C., 176; Creekmore v. Baxter, 191 N. C., 32;. Henderson v. 
Moore, 195 N. on 384; Weeks v. McPhaal, 138 N. C., 133; Harp v. 
_ Minton, 138 N. C., 204; . Rackley v. Roberts, 147 N. C., 205 : , Reynolds v. 
Cotton Mills, 177 N. C, 494, 


J. N. GREER anp H. C. MARKS vy. A. L. HERREN, 
Pleading—Trial. 


It is required of parties to actions to set forth in their pleadings their causes 
of action or matters of defense; and the court should not admit evidence 
or instruct the jury upon any contention not properly made in the record. 


Tus is a civil action, which was tried before Montgomery, J., at Fall 
Term, 1887, of Hayrwoop Superior Court. 

The complaint alleges, in substance, that on 24 September, 1874, the 
plaintiffs became sureties of the defendant, to his single bond ‘executed 
to Hewlit Sullivan, for the sum of $1,500, due six months from date, 
with interest from date at a stipulated rate;-that afterwards, they were, 

as such sureties, compelled to, pay this debt and interest; that 
' 493) afterwards, the defendant was duly adjudged a bankrupt, and 

received a discharge in bankruptcy; that after the defendant 
received such discharge, within three years next before the commence 
ment of this action, the defendant promised to pay to them the sum of 
money, and the interest thereon, that they had so been compelled to pay 
for him, as his said sureties, etc. — 

The defendant, in his answer, denied the eae allegations of the 
complaint, and pleaded the statute of limitations. 

On the trial, the parties agreed upon the following, as the issues of 
fact raised by ‘the pleadings, and the jury responded thereto, as stated 
at the end of each: | 

1. What amount, if any, did plaintiffs pay as sureties of defendant? 
Answer: Whole note, except $50 and interest, as stated in note. | 
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2. Has the defendant, since his discharge in bankruptcy, promised to 
pay the plaintiffs the amount so paid by them? Answer: Yes. 

8. Has plaintiffs’ cause of action accrued within three a before | 
commencement of action? Answer: Yes. 

The following 1s so SS of the case ne on appeal as need be 
set forth here: 

“Tt was admitted by the defendant, that there was no evidence to go 
to the jury, that the plaintiffs’ cause of action did not accrue within 
three years of the commencement of the action, or ‘hat it was barred by 
the statute of limitations. 

~The plaintiffs introduced evidence tending to prove the truth of their 
allegations, and the defendant offered evidence tending to prove they 
were not true. | 

The defendant also offered in sense copies of an alleged agreement 
between himself and the plaintiffs, and of a mortgage which he had 
executed to them. There was evidence that the mortgage was 
worthless, and that plaintiffs never realized anything from it. (494) 

The defendant’s counsel asked the court to instruct the jury, 
that if they should find, “that the plaintiffs agreed to withdraw their 
objections to defendant’s obtaining his discharge in bankruptcy, then 
that plaintiffs could not recover in this action, though the defendant, 
after his final discharge in bankruptcy, made an express promise to pay 
them the amount they had paid for him as his sureties on the note.” 
This the court declined to give, and the defendant excepted, and this. 
was the only exception in the case.” 

There was a verdict and judgment for the ‘isindas from which judg- 


ment the defendant appealed. 


W. W. Jones for plaanteffs. 
B.D, Gilmer for defendant. 


Merrimon, J., after stating the case: It must be taken that there 
was evidence given on the trial to prove that the promise to pay the debt, 
as alleged, was made within three years next before the action. began. 
A material part of the plaintiffs’ alleged cause of action was, that the 
promise was so made. The case settled on appeal states, that they pro- 
duced “evidence tending to prove the truth of their allegations’”—this 
statement is general, and, fairly intepreted, applies to all the material 
allegations. Moreover, so far as appears, no objection - was made that 
there was no such evidence. 

The answer simply denies the material allegations of the complaint, 
and pleads, as further defenses, the defendant’s discharge in bankruptcy 
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tion of the alleged promise was fraudulent, or otherwise than as alleged 
in the complaint. Nor, particularly, was it alleged by the defendant, 


in his answer, that he had paid the debt, which was the con- _ 


(495) sideration of the promise, or secured the payment of the same 
by a mortgage of property, or other valuable thing. 

Therefore, the evidence offered by the defendant, as to a supesied 
agreement and mortgage, was not pertinent or material to any alleged 
defense, and should have been excluded. The defendant must not only 
have a defense—he must plead it, else the court will not take notice of it. 
There must be allegata et probata. McLaurin v. Conly, 90 N- C., 50, 
and cases there cited. 

As to the special instruction asked for by the defendant there was no 
alleged defense to which it was applicable, and if there had been, so far 
as appears, there was no evidence produced that warranted it. The 

court therefore properly refused to give it. | 

J udgment affirmed. 


| Otted: Tae v. Thedion, 108 N. C., 390: Smith v. Bad L. Asso., 
116 N. C., 109. ? . ; 


J. E. R, CARPENTER anp W. J. EMBRY v. LEBO MEDFORD Et aL, 


Description in Deed—Salle of Trees—Statute of Frauds— | 
Parol Huidence—Contract. 


1. While standing trees so far partake of the realty that a contract for their 
sale is within the Statute of Frauds, if the contract is in contemplation of 
- their severance from the land, whereby they would become personalty, the 

- rules in respect to identity of personal property become applicable. 


2. The sale of a portion of a larger number of articles of personal property, 
not identified upon the face of the contract, is valid, if at the time they 

are separated and understood by the parties. . 
3. By a contract in writing, and duly registered, the vendor sold “nine walnut 
trees on my premises, on the waters of Pigeon River, Haywood County 
_ (Township No. 4), N.C.” At the time of the sale the trees were selected, 
measured and marked, but were not identified in the contract: Held, that 
_ parol evidence was competent to identify them, and if identified, the title 

. Daseot under the sale. 


( 496) Pais was a civil action tried before: Graves, J., at Spe 
- Term, 1887, of Haywoop Superior Court. - 3 
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One W. L. Massey, being the owner of the tract of land. slate the 
boundaries are given in the complaint, as well as 1ts location : in Hay- 
wood County, entered into the following contract: i. Me 


“Received of Serpantes Rhodes & Co. _ J. F. Waddell, $45, for 
nine walnut trees on my premises, on the waters of Pigeon River, Hay- 
wood County (Township No. 4), N. C. I hereby give the sad Car- 
penter, Rhodes & Co. permission to haul the logs through my premises 
when they want to move.them. This 27 th day of August, 1881. _ 

W. L. Massey. (Seal.) 


Baie to dean said timber if [ want to clear said ground.” 


The instrument was duly proved and registered on 21 December of 
the same year. On 2 January, 1882, the land on which the trees were 
standing was sold, and by deed, executed by Massey and wife, conveyed 
to the defendant, Lebo Medford, without reservation, and their deed, 
after being proved, was registered on 31 December, 1885. | 

The firm of Carpenter, Rhodes & Co. consisted of J. E. R. Carpenter 
and. W. J. Embry, who bring the action, in their own names, against 
the defendants for cutting the trees claimed by them, under the contract 
of sale of the said Massey to them. There was eri dence of the cutting 


down and removal of several of the walnut trees by the defendant John 


' Terrell, acting under the authority of the defendant Medford, who 

undertook to dispose of them to the other. 

_ The testimony of the witnesses, offered by the plaintiffs, was to this 
effect : 7 
W. L. Massey swore that before executing the writing of 27 August, 

1881, himself and J. F. Waddell, agent of the purchasers, went on 

the land, and he selected, measured, priced and marked the trees, (497 iz 

making a cross-mark with his knife upon each; that they then . 

went to the house, where the agent paid the price ‘agreed on for the trees, 

nine of which as could be found after search, of the required dimen- 

sions, to wit: of a circumference of not less than six feet; that when the 

land was sold to Medford, witness communicated to him the fact of the 

sale of the nine trees, marked and branded, and pointed out two of them; 

that some of the removed trees bore a cross-mark, and were those selected 
and marked by himself and Waddell. | 

_ There was other testimony in corroboration, and again, in opposition 

to the statement, that any of the trees removed and converted to de- 

fendants’ use bore marks of identification; and the defendant Terrell 
swore that they had no knowledge of the previous sale to plaintiffs or to 
any other person. 
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The plaintiffs’ counsel asked an instruction, in writing, to the effect, 
that “if, at the time of making sale to the plaintiffs, the trees, referred 
to in the contract, were selected and branded, or marked, and the con- 
tract registered, and thereafter the defendants converted all, or some of 
them, the plaintiffs would be entitled to recover,” meaning, as we sup- 
pose, to have an affirmative issue, as to the title to so many. This was 
refused, and the jury charged as follows: 

“Trees growing on land are a part of the land, and are so much a part 
of the land, that any contract to convey them must be in writing, signed 
by the party to be charged therewith, or by some one authorized by the 
party to be charged. The written ‘contract to convey land, or trees 
growing on land, must be sufficiently definite to point out the particular 
trees intended to be conveyed. The description is sufficiently definite, if 
it can be fitted to the particular trees by parol evidence. Now, in this 
case, the description, in the alleged contract set out in the plaintiff’s 

complaint, is such a description that may possibly be fitted by 
(498) parol evidence. If Massey owned but one premises in Haywood 
County, on Pigeon River, in Township No. 4, and there was, at 
the time of the contract, growing, or standing on that premises, nine 
walnut trees, and only nine walnut trees, then the description would be 
fitted to the description in the contract, and if such contract was duly 
proven, it would pass the title to the nine walnut trees. But if there 
were more than nine walnut trees on the premises of Massey, in Hay- 
wood County, on Pigeon River, in Township No. 4, then the description 
could not be fitted to any particular nine trees out of a greater number, 
and the contract would be void, for uncertainty. And this would be so, 
although, before the contract was written, certain trees had been marked, 
for the contract does not describe the walnut trees as marked trees, and 
parol evidence cannot be heard to add to, or vary, the written agree- 
ment. The words used in contracts are usually to be taken in their 
ordinary signification, unless the words are used in a technical sense. 
The words walnut trees are used, and the jury are to judge from the 
evidence in what sense, or signification, they are used in this contract. If 
the evidence satisfies you that the words, walnut trees, were intended by 
- both the parties to the contract to mean walnut trees of a particular size 
_or kind, then if there were only nine walnut trees, of the kind described 
in the contract, the description would be sufficient, but if there were 
more than nine walnut trees, of the kind described in the contract, then 
the aosonipucn cannot be fitted to any particular nine out of a grater 
number.” 
Plaintiffs excepted to the foregoing charge. Verdict and judgment | 
for defendants. Appeal by plaintiffs. _ 
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RD, Gilmer (W. L. Norwood filed a brief) for plaintiffs. 
W. W. Jones for defendaints. 


Smitn, C. J., after stating the case: The controversy is thus (499) 
narrowed to a single proposition, involving the competency of 
the evidence to identify the trees, as the subject-matter of the contract, 
and give it efficiency as an instrument conveying title to the plaintiffs. 
It was in form and effect a deed, with all the requirements necessary in 
passing title, and if the imperfect designation of the trees, upon which 
it is to operate, can be aided by parol proof, they are ascertained. 
Although so partaking of the realty as to come under the statute of 
frauds, as held in Mizell vu. Burnett, 4 Jones, 249, and other cases, the 
contract is in contemplation of a severance of the trees from the land, 


whereby they would become personalty, and the same rule in respect to — 


certainty of description be applicable. 

It is very clear that the selection and marking of the trees, accom- 
panying the sale, separates and distinguishes the subject-matter of the 
contract from all other trees of the same kind ‘upon the premises, so as . 
to transfer the property therein. 

In Dunkart v. Rineheart, 89 N. C., 354, it was decided, that apy 
of my black walnut trees, not exeoading 15 in number, that will girth 
8 feet 6 inches in citeuteretes and under 10 feet,” there being less 
than that number on the land, was a sufficient description, with the aid 
of parol evidence, while it would have been otherwise, if there had been 
more such trees of the required size. — 

The cases cited in the brief of appellants’ counsel, and other references, 
sustain the general proposition, that a sale of part of a larger number 
of articles of personal property, not distinguishable upon the face of the 
contract, will be operative to pass title, if, at the time, they are separated, 
and understood by the parties. Goff v. Pope, 88 N. C., 123; Harris v. 
Woodard, 96 N. C., 232; 1 Greenl. Ev., sees. 287 and 288. The author 
last mentioned lays down the general doctrine in these words: “If the 
language of the instrument is applicable to several persons, to 
several parcels of land, to several species of goods,” ete., parol (500) 
evidence is admissible of any extrinsic circumstances tending to 
show what person or persons, or what things were intended by the party, 
or to ascertain his meaning in any other respect,” etc. The language is, 
of course, not intended to apply to an indefinite description that fits no 
property, but where its uncertainty arises from the fact that it fits more. 
than one article of property—and there it is admitted to show which was 
meant. Richards v. Schlegelmich, 65 N. C., 150. But the ruling in 
Blakeley v. Patrick, 67 N. C©., 40, followed in Spivey v. Grant, 96 N. C., 
214, is een and dadiaively 3 in point. The deed in trust in this case 
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purported to convey ten new buggies out of a larger number on hand, 
and upon the question of title, Pearson, C. J., near the close of the 
opinion, sums up thus: “To vest the title or ownership in any particular 
buggies, it was necessary to set them apart, so as to make a constructive 
delivery, and effect an executed contract; in the absence of such identi- 
fication, the agreement, as we have seen, was executory only.” Now, the 
trees were designated, after examination, by marks of identification, the — 
only way in which it could be done. 

There is error in the ruling, and the judgment 1 is reversed, in order to 

a new trial. 

| Error. 


Cited: Monee v. Connor, 108 N. C., 823; Lumber Co. v. . Carey, 140 
N. C., 467; Pitts v. Curtis, 152 N. CG, 616. 


Sain 
THE MARSHALL FOUNDRY COMPANY v. 8. E. KILLIAN. 


Corporations-—Liability of Stockholders—Parol Buidence. 


1 One, eG participates in the irregular or fraudulent organization or paras 
.... tion of a corporation, will not be permitted to shelter himself from re- 

sponsibility to its creditors by showing the invalidity of the organization. 
_ As to creditors and others dealing with them, the stockholders in such 
ae organization are a corporation de facto, and liable, at least, to the arent 
Of the capital stock subscribed by them. - 


“?he capital stock—including unpaid subscriptions thecetor—oe a corpora- 
tion constitute a trust fund, for the benefit of creditors of the corporation, 

‘. - and ‘the creditors have a right to examine into the affairs of the corpora- 

tion, to ascertain if the subscriptions of stock have been paid, and how. 


- * oe a 


3. Hach subscriber for stock in a corporation thereby becomes liable for. the 
amount of stock subscribed by him, and he can only be discharged by 
- paying, money or money’s worth, in the manner provided by the anier: 
and by-laws, 
4. A subscriber ‘cannot: diacharee his liability. as against ereditars, ‘for his 
- subscription, by substituting shares paid up by another subscriber. : 


3 5. Parol evidence will not. be received to vary the terms of subscription, or to 
7 ‘show a discharge from liability on the part of a stockholder, in any other 
- way, than that prescribed by the charter and by-laws. 


Orvis’ action, originally commenced before a justice of the peace ie 
| Camiwni County, to: recover the sum of $200, alleged to be due by sub- 
scription to The Marshall Foundry Company, and carried, by appeal, to 
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the Sanetion Court of said county; and tried before Boykin, J., at 
January Term, 1888. 

_ It was in evidence, that A. W. Marshall, W. R. Self and others, by 
articles of agreement under the statute, were incorporated before the 
clerk on 7 Hebruary, 1884, under the corporate name of the “aearne 
Foundry Company.” 

It was admitted that J. F. Murrill had been Arie ee (502) 
receiver, to take charge of the property of the company and — 
collect debts due it, in a certain proceeding, instituted, among other 
purposes, to set aii a mortgage executed by the company to secure a 
debt due one Alexander, wherein fraud was alleged, ete. 

The defendant became an incorporator on 11 February, 1884, in the 
following manner: The above named W. R. Self, one of the original 
incorporators, had subscribed for twenty shares, of the value of one 
hundred dollars each, and had paid in cash for fourteen of them. 

He had sold two of the shares to one Miller, who paid him cash 
therefor. Muller sold the two shares to the defendant Killian, who paid 
him the cash therefor. Upon the organization of the company, the de- . 
fendant was elected its president, and issued certificates of stock to all 
the then subscribers; himself among the number, all of which were duly 
countersigned by the secretary and treasurer, in the manner prescribed 
by the rules and regulations. The certificate of two hundred dollars 
issued to himself, represented the two hundred dollars of the fourteen 
hundred dollars subseription of Self, and by him transferred to Miller, 
and by the latter to defendant, and is the debt sued on in this action. 

No certificate had been issued, up to the date of the election of the 
defendant, president of the company. Prior to the issuing of the stock, 
the company was notified of his purchase by the defendant, and it was 
admitted that. Self had paid the subscription price of fourteen shares, in | 
which are included the two shares of defendant. It was in evidence, that 
the said company had duly accepted and ratified the defendant’s pur- 
chase of stock, and had permitted him to become a member and enjoy — 
the benefits thereof. 

- The defendant had agreed to ibe be: two hundred dollars to the 
capital stock, when the company was established, and was permitted to — 
substitute these two shares, represented by said certificate, in lieu _ 
thereof, when organization was perfected. 
It does not appear that defendant’s subseription has been (503) 
marked satisfied on the books, but it does appear that the certifi- | 
cate was issued, as aforesaid. 

The plaintiff objected to the evidence, dienes the manner in which 
the defendant sought to relieve himself of liability to the plaintiff, 
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because oral evidence could not be introduced to contradict the articles of 

subscription, and the stock could only be paid for in cash to the com- 
pany, and because it did not appear that the company had authorized — 
- such substitution of stock, and because such would be a fraud on the 
-ereditors. Overruled, and plaintiff excepted. 

The subscription list and by-laws were put in evidence, and from the 
former, it appears that the defendant subscribed for two shares ($100 
each), and from the latter, among other provisions, that the stock shall 
be paid for in cash, “unless:such payment shall be otherwise provided 

for by special contract with the company ........... - 

There is also a requirement, that “all ieaneters of stock shall be made 
upon the books: of the company, duly attested by the secretary and 
_ treasurer.” 

~ ‘The plaintiff proposed to prove that the company was now. greatly 
“indebted and was insolvent. Objected to by the defendant. Objection 
sustained, and exception by plaintiff. 

The court instructed the jury, that the plaintiff could not recover, if 
they believed the evidence. The plaintiff excepted. Verdict and iudg- 
ment for defendant. Appeal by plaintiff. 


L. L. Witherspoon for plaintiff. 
No counsel for defendant. 


Davis, J.,.after stating the case: This action was commenced before 
a instice of the peace, and the allegations of fraud, or other 
(504) grounds upon which the plaintiff Murrill was appointed receiver, 
do not distinctly appear, but it appears to have been done at the 
instance of a creditor, and’ we assume that it was done under the pro- 
vision of section 668 of The Code, authorizing the appointment of re- 
ceivers, for the causes there stated. 

By the “articles of agreement” filed with the clerk, under which, 
“letters declaring” the incorporation were issued, it is stated: “The 
‘capital stock of the incorporation shall be $10,000, divided into 100 
shares of $100 each,” but in fact, as appears from the subscription list, 
only 70 shares ($7,000) were subscribed, and in other respects the pro- 
visions of the statute seem not to have been complied with, in the forma- 
tion of the corporation; but of this the defendant, who became the 
president of the company upon its organization under the charter, can 
_take no advantage, for the company was organized, and by participating 
in the organization, and acting as its president, all objection to the 
validity of its constitution or organization was waived, and, as to him, 
the provisions of the charter and by-laws of the company were binding. 
Cook on the Law of Stock and Stockholders, sec. 181 and sec. 233. 
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When a number of persons associate themselves together for the pur- 
pose of carrying on any business, a partnership is constituted, by which 
each member becomes liable to any person who may give it credit, and 
the creditor has a right to be paid, if any one of the firm is able to pay; 
- but when a corporation is formed under the authority of the State, the 
capital subscribed becomes the basis.of credit, and the members of the 
company are.not individually liable for its debts, except, and only to 
the extent, that the charter or letters of incorporation may make them so. 

It is said in Cook on the Law of Stock and Stockholders, sec. 199, 
“The capital, or capital stock of a corporation, is the aggregate of the 
par value of all the shares into which the capital is divided upon 


the incorporation; it is the fund or resource with which the cor- (505) 


poration is enabled to act, and transact its business, and upon the 

faith of which, persons give credit to the corporation, and become cor- 
‘porate creditors. The public, in dealing with a comporation, has the 
right to assume that its actual capital, in money or money’s worth, is 
equal to the capital stock which it purports to have, unless it has been 
impaired by business losses. The public has a right also to assume that 
the capital stock has been or will be fully paid up if it be necessary, in 


order to meet corporate liabilities. Accordingly the American courts go » 


very far to protect corporate creditors; and in this country it is a well 
settled doctrine, that capital stock, and especially unpaid subscriptions 
to the capital stock, constitute a trust fund, for the benefit of the credi- 
tors of the corporation.” He then enumerates some of the methods by 
which stockholders seek to avoid their liability to corporate creditors, 
one of which is, “by a transfer of the stock,” another is, by “a cancella- 
tion or withdrawal from the contract,” and. another, by “a release from 
the obligation to pay the full par cae of the stock, F 

It is said, that, for the protection of corporate creditors, courts will 
look with rigid scrutiny into every such transaction. — “The reason why 
the capital stock of a corporation is deemed to embrace all the stock for 
~ which the members have subscribed, whether paid in or not, is, that 
since the members are not, in general, personally liable for the debts of 
the corporation, this fund is the stake held out to the public, upon the 
faith of which the company gains credit.” Thompson’s Liability of 
Stockholders, sec. 11, and the authorities cited in the note. So far as 
creditors are scucerag. the capital stock is regarded as a trust fund, 
pledged for.the payment of the debts of the corporation, and this is as 
true of the unpaid shares subscribed as of those paid up. Adler v. Mil- 
waukee Brick Co., 13 Wis., 60. 


In Sawyer v. Hoag, 17 Wall., at page 620, Mr. Justice Miller (506) — 


says: “Though it be doctrine of modern date, we think it now well 
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established, that the capital stock of a corporation, especially its unpaid 
subscriptions, is a trust fund, for the benefit of the general creditors of. 
the corporation. And when we consider the rapid development of cor- 
porations as instrumentalities of the commercial and business world, in 
the last few years, with the corresponding necessity of adapting legal 
principles to the new and varying exigencies of this business, it is no 
solid objection to such a principle that it is modern, for the occasion for. 
it could not sooner have arisen.” It was there held, that creditors of a 
corporation had a right to examine into the action of the corporation 
and see how the subscriptions to the stock had been paid; and citing 
Burke v. Smith, 16 Wall, 390, and New Albany v. Burke, 11 ibid., 96, 
he says: “The governing officers of a corporation cannot, by agreement, 
or other transaction, with the stockholders, release the latter from their 


obligation to pay, to the prejudice of creditors, except by fair and honest - 


dealing, and.for a valuable consideration.” Such conduct is character- 
ized as a “fraud upon the public, who were expected to deal with them.” 

Upon a review of the authorities, we take the overwhelming weight 
to be, that after stock is subscribed and the company is organized, each 
subscriber becomes liable for the amount of stock subscribed by him, and 
he can only discharge this liability by paying it in money or money’s 
worth, in the manner indicated by the subscription, and the charter or 
by-laws of the company; and neither the officers of the company nor 
the stockholders can release him from this liability without the consent 
of every stockholder. Each subscription, when made, becomes a condi- 
tional contract with every other person who may subscribe, that the 
amount subscribed shall, upon the formation of the company, be paid in 

accordance with the terms of subscription, and when the requi- 
(507) site stock is subscribed, and the company is duly organized, it 

becomes the offer or basis of credit to the public, or to all who 
may deal with it, and every subscriber participating in the organiza- 
tion, thereby makes his subscription absolute, and is bound to pay it, 
according to the terms of the charter and by-laws of me company, and | 
he can discharge his liability in no other way. 

As between the corporators themselves, it may be that senipedties of 
stock, by the consent of all the members, may be issued as if paid up, 
without any actual payment in full, or even in part; but however this 
may be, no device or arrangement among the corporators themselves, 
not made known to the publie, by which the stock subscribed, instead of 
being paid, as the safe foundation of the eredit and confidence which 
the company invites the public to give it, can be permitted to avail 
against the claims of persons who may deal with, and trust, the com- 
pany upon the faith of its capital stock and corporate liability. By 
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incorporation a privilege is conferred, which exempts the individual 
members from all lability except that incurred by membership, and 
good faith to the public requires a strict compliance with all the ee 
tions imposed by that membership. : 

It has been held in England, under what is known as the “Companies 
Act, ” which is in some respects like ours, that if a person signs the | 
memorandum of association—that is, subscribes for stock—he is bound 
to take the shares from the company, and does not satisfy the obligations 
by taking them from some one else; and, in a proceeding to wind up a 

company, a subscriber will not be permitted, as against crediters, to dis- 
charge himself from liability. to pay for the stock for which he has 
- subscribed, by showing an understanding and agreement with -the other 
subscribers, by which, instead of paying to the company for the. stock 
subscribed by him, he should take.a portion of the stock subscribed by 
another in lieu of that subscribed by himself. Forbes and Judd's 

case, L. R., 5 ch., 207; 39 L. J., ch. 422; Migasiie CRS 4 el oe 
Cases (L. R. ), 238, 

If this were not so, an association ik and vildale availing dmaasiges 
of the privilege conferred by the State, might, without paying a: dollar, 
if by their subscriptions alone they could get: credit, rig out this arti- 
ficial being called a corporation, and smibaek it upon the sea of trade © 
and speculation, and safely take the profits of the voyage, if it shall 
prove successful, and easily escape the result of wreck and misfortune, — 
if such shall be its fate. This, the authorities, English and American, 
concur in saying the law will not allow. Cook on the Law of Stock, 
ete., ch. 11, sec. 208; Field on Corporations, sec. 403; Thompson’s Lia- 
bility of Bie bnolders secs. 11, 105, 124 and 1389; Hager v. Cluelland, 
36 Maryland, 490; Sagory v. Dubois, 3 Sandford’s Chan. Rep., 509; 
Sawyer »v. Hoag, supra; Forbes. and Judd’s case, supra; a als case, 
- supra, andthe many authorities cited in them. | 
_ If it be said, in the case before us,. that the deteilant Reiian was 
permitted to uses the. stock. parehaaed by him from Miller (who 
had purchased it from Self) for the stock subscribed for by himself, 
and that there were no creditors and no liability to any one when this 
was done, the answer is, that the substitution was not warranted by the 
terms of the subscription, or by the charter and by-laws, and the fact 
1s.made to appear, not from the books of the company, but by parol, 
and the defendant could not discharge his liability in this way. “The 
creditors of the company,.and all who may be interested in its safety or 
_ solvency, may well ask that the fund. upon which they rely (the capital 
stock subscribed) shall really exist, not ‘on paper, but in money, and be 
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held sacred to discharge corporate liabilities.” Wood v. Pearce, 2 Dis. 
| (Ohio), 411; An. & Ames on Corp., secs. 146 and 531. 

(509)  Parol evidence cannot be received to vary the terms of the 

subscription, or to show a discharge in any way other than that 
required by the terms of subscription and the charter and by-laws. Bank 
v. Inttleyohn, 1 Dev. & Bat., 563; BR. #. v. Leach, 4 Jones, 340; Cook on 
Stock and Stockholders, secs, 137, et seq. 

Ordinarily, persons who give oredit to the Kevoviation have no knowl- 
edge or concern as to how, or the manner in which, the subscriptions to 
the capital stock are paid, but they have a right to demand that the 
stock and the payments be not fictitious. Here is a company formed, 
with a chartered capital of $10,000, and, as the record shows, a number 
of persons, the defendant among their. organize and enter upon the 
business indicated in the charter, with only $7,000 subscribed, and of 
that, only the sum of $890 was actually paid in cash, and the balance in 
machinery, lumber, work, ete., or not at all. It does not appear what 
the real value of the property taken in payment of subscriptions was, 
and the company seems only to have had a fictitious existence, and it is 
not a matter for wonder that it should so soon be found in the hands of 
a receiver and charged with fraud; but this does not help the defendant, 
who participated in the organization. Cook on the Law of Stock, etc., 
secs. 185, 186, 200, 210, et seg.; Field on Corp., sec. 403; Thompson’s 
Liability of Stockholders, sees. 12, 15, 124, 125, 126, et seg.; Morawetz’s 
Private Corporations, sec. 589, et seq. 

It may be, by the reason of the failure to subscribe and pay up the 
capital stock and by organizing or pretending to organize a company 
with a capital of $10,000, when, in fact, it was neither subscribed nor 
paid up, the stockholders, who participated in the spurious organiza- 
tion, became individually liable to persons who dealt with them upon 
the faith of the spurious organization, as was held in Hauser v. Tate, 
85 N. C., 81. See, also, Dodson v. Simonton, 86 N. C., 492, and Cook 

on Stock and Stockholders, secs. 233, et seq. 

(510) However this may be, the persons who subscribed to stock and 

participated in the organization, under the guise of the authority 
conferred by statute, constituted a corporation de facto, if not de jure, 
and, having held out inducements to the public to deal with and credit 
it upon the faith of its chartered capital, they are liable, at least to the 
extent of the capital stock subscribed by them, and they cannot evade 
that liability by any private or secret arrangement that may have been 
entered into among themselves, or by a “simulated payment” of the 
stock subscribed, and if not actually paid, it may be reached by a credi- 
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tor of the corporation, should it become necessary. Sawyer v. H ong, 
supra; Wood v. Pearce, supra. | 

It is said that the right of corporate creditors to object to certain 
transactions which may be binding between the corporators themselves 

“Is an essentially American doctrine, based upon the principle first 
enunciated by Judge Story, that the capital stock of a corporation is a 
trust fund, to be preserved for the benefit of corporate creditors”; and 
it has been held that creditors may have the manner, in which the sub- 
scriptions have been paid, inquired into, and if fictitious, or if they 
have been paid for in “overvalued or unreasonably overvalued property,” 
the subscribers may be held accountable. Cook on the Law of Stock and 
Stockholders, secs. 42, 43, and authorities cited. 

The defendant was a subscriber to the capital stock—an original 
certificate for two ae of the stock was issued to him, for which he 
paid nothing to the company. It will not do to say that the two shares 
of stock were paid for by Self, for he only paid his own subscription, 
and that, as the record shows, not in cash, as the terms of subscription 
required, but in property, rated, it may be, greatly above its value. 

The defendant was president of the company, was cognizant of all 
that was done, issued the stock. Can it be said that the capital — 
stock was faithfully preserved, for the benefit of those who might (511) 
become creditors of the corporation ? 

We think not, and his Honor erred in permitting parol evidence to 
vary, and virtually annul, the terms of subscription, and in the charge 
given | | 

There is error. 


Cited: Heggie v. B. & L. Assn., 107 N. C., 591; Clayton v. Ore Knob 
Co., 109 N. C., 389; Bain v. B. & L..Assn., 112 N. C., 2538; Hill vo. 
Lumber Co., 113 N. C., 176; Cotton Mills v. Burns, 114 N. C., 355; 
Bank v. Cotton Mills, 115 N. C., 518, 514, 515; Cooper v. Security 
Co., 122 N. C., 464; Smathers v. Bank, 185 N.C., 418; McIver v. Hard- 
ware Co., 144 N. <. 484; Whitlock v. Alecander, "160 N. C., 468; 
Boushall v. Myatt, 167 N. C., 329; Gilmore v. Smathers, ibid., 443; 
Drug Co. v. Drug Co., 173 N. G,, 508; Way v. Sea Pood Co., 184 N. C., 
174; Fuller v. Service Co., 190 N. C., 658; Redrying Company A 
Gurley, 197 N. C., 61. : 
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FIELDING KNOTT er AL, V. JOHN: R. TAYLOR ET AL, 


J udgments void and es relief agaiinst-—J itn Pae | 
Presumption—Injunctron. 


1. A judgment rendered against a person then dead—that fact being unknown 
to the court or the other parties—is not void, but is irregular and void- 
able; and on the application of the proper representatives of the deceased, 
or by any person having acquired interest in the subject-matter of the 
suit, after it was begun, under him, made in apt time, it will be vacated. 
‘The remedy in such case must be sought by a motion in the cause and not 
by a separate action. 


2. AS a general rule, only the party against whom an irregular judgment is 
rendered can complain of it. 


8. In an action begun under the former practice, in which the sade mient was 
rendered, since the adoption of the present system : Held, that an applica- 
tion, to set aside the judgment as irregular, should be made in the same 
manner as if the action had been commenced since the adoption or the 
Code of Civil Procedure. . 


Tuis was a civil action, tried before Clark, J., at January Term, | 
1886, of the Superior Court of GRaNVILLE County. 
dt appears from the pleadings, the orders and judgments in this action, 
that in 1852, the defendants Taylor and wife brought their action of 
ejectment, under the method of procedure then prevailing, against 
Joseph H. Gooch, in the Superior Court of the county of Gran- 
(512) ville, to recover the possession of the land described in the plead- 
ings therein. That action, in its course, was removed to the 
Superior Court of the county of Warren, for trial, and was continued 
from term to term for many years, end was, at ‘the instance of the 
plaintiffs therein, transferred, as allowed by the statute; to the Superior 
Court of the last named county, as established under, and in PU vEnse 
of, the present Constitution of this State. : 
The defendant in that action removed to the State of Texas, and died 
there on 24 June, 1876. The action, as appears, was never abandoned, 
but continued from term to term ‘antil the Fall Term of 1878, when it 
was tried “by a jury, and verdict and judgment were rendered 5s plain- 
tiffs, they having no actual knowledge of Gooch’s death.” This judg- 
ment was “for an undivided ninth part or share of said land.” No 
notice issued to any of the heirs at law or real representatives of said 
Gooch after his death, nor were they, or any of them, ever made parties 
to said suit; nor was ay notice given to the present plaintiffs, or any 
of them. 
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Pending the action named and referred to, the defendant Gooch 
therein sold the land embraced by it, and put the purchasers in posses- 


sion thereof, and the plaintiffs in the: present action are in possession of 


about six hundred acres of that land, “holding the same by title aequired 
through the purchasers from said J eaenhi H. Gooch.” 

‘A writ of possession issued upon the judgment mentioned, command- 
ing the present defendant sheriff to eject the said Gooch and “ 
person who, since the commencement of said action, has come into pos- — 
session of said premises, or any part thereof,” and to put the plaintiffs 
in that action, the present defendants, Taylor and wife, in complete 


exclusive possession of the whole thereof, although the judgment was in — 


their favor for “one undivided ninth part only of said land,” ete., and it 
is alleged that the present defendant sheriff is about to execute . 

the said writ, etc. The plaintiffs allege further, that they have (513) 
placed valuable improvements on the land since they have had 


possession thereof; that part of them own a grist mill, ete. They ask 


~ 


for relief specially, by injunction, and for general relief. 

A judge, at Chambers, granted a restraining order, and, afterwards, 
upon notice, an injunction was granted, restraining the sheriff from 
executing the writ of possession mentioned, further than to place the 
other defendants, as owners of an undivided one-ninth of the land, in 
possession thereof with the plaintiffs. 

The defendants, in their answer, deny the alleged irregularities in the 
action of ejectment mentioned, and insist that the judgment therein in 


their favor is effectual; they nami that under that judgment they are 


entitled to only one undivided ninth part of the land, and they only ask 
to be put in possession, as such owners, with the plaintiffs. They fur- 
ther insist, as such owners, with the plaintiffs. They further insist, 
that the plaintiffs’ remedy for the grievances complained of is by motion, 
or other proper proceeding in the action of ejectment, and not by this 
separate and independent action. 

In an amendment to their answer, the defendants allege that the pie: 
tiffs, and those under whom they claim, have been in possession of the 
lands for fifty years, receiving the rents and profits thereof, that they | 
are entitled to part thereof, ete., and demand an account. They further 
ask for an order directing partition of the lands, ete. 

Afterwards, in the course of the action, the court allowed the plain- 
tiffs to amend their complaint, so as to atlegs irregularities 1 in the action 
of ejectment mentioned, and the judgment therein, in favor of the 
defendants husband and wife, and also that the latter are not the owners 
of one undivided ninth part of the land, as adjudged in the action of 
ejectment; that they, the plaintiffs, are the exclusive owners of the fee 
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therein. They allege facts putting in question the title of de- 
(514). fendants, and title, specifically set forth as to the evden thereof, 
in themselves, ete. 
The defendants objected, and excepted to the order allowing aves 
amendments to the complaint. | 
The defendants then denied, in their amended answer, the material 
allegations of the complaint as amended. 
Afterwards, by consent, the court tried the action as to the tae and 
facts, and gave judgment for the plaintiffs, from which the defendants 
appealed: | 


John W. Hays for plaanteffs. | 
J.B. Batchelor and Jno . Devereua, Jr., for defendants. 


Mergimon, J., after stating tits case: We are of opinion that this 
action should have been dismissed, upon the ground that the remedy of 
the plaintiffs was by a proper motion in the action of ejectment referred 
to, in which the judgment complained of was entered. In that action, 
notice was given, as we must assume, in the orderly course of. procedure 
in such cases, and Gooch, the defendant therein, appeared and pleaded. 
At the time of the trial thereof, there was no suggestion and proper 
proof of the fact that he had, before that time, died. The plaintiffs in 
that action could not make such suggestion, bucause. as appears, they 
had no knowledge of the fact of his death. In the absence of such sug- 
gestion, the presumption was, that he was then living. The court had 
obtained jurisdiction of him in the action, and apparently it continued 
to have it, in all respects, at the time of the trial and the entry of the. 
judgment. The latter was, therefore, not void. It was, on such account, 
irregular and voidable, dnd might, mder the present method of civil 
procedure, be declared void by the court, upon a proper application, by 
motion, in the action. That might be made by any person having right 

under, or derived from, the deceased defendant therein, after the 
(515) action began. This, as to the party who may make the motion, 
| is allowable, because, the defendant in the action having died 
before the judgment was entered, he could not make it, and, in such case, 
no presumption arises, that he assented to and was satisfied with it. 
Ordinarily, only the defendant, against whom an irregular judgment is 
given, can complain of it. If he does not, the presumption is, that he is 
satisfied with it. It is otherwise, where he was dead at the time the 
judgment was given. Shelton v. Fels, Phil., 178; Jacobs v. Burgwyn, 
63 N. C., 196; Burke v. Stokely, 65 N. C., 569; Hervey v. Edmunds, 
68 N. C., 243; Rollins v. Henry, 78 N. C., 342; Hinsdale v. Hawtey, 89 
N. C., 87. 
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It was not according to the.course of the court, to try an action regu- 
larly at issue, and give judgment against a party thereto, of which it 
had regularly obtained jurisdiction and apparently continued to have 
the same, which, in fact, it had ceased to have, by reason of that party’s 
death. A sudgment thus granted is not simply erroneous, as it certainly 
is, but it is as well irregular, and may be set aside upon proper applica- 
tion in the action. All irregular judgments are in a sense erroneous, but 
they may be set aside in a proper case for such irregularity, if applica- 
tion be made within a reasonable period of time. Lynn v. Lowe, 88 
N. C., 478, and numerous cases there cited; Williamson v. Hartman, 
92 N. C., 236; Fowler v. Poor, 93 N. C., 466. | 

It is well settled by many decisions of this Court, that a judgment 
cannot be attacked collaterally, or by an independent action, for mere 
irregularity. The remedy in such case is, as we have indicated above, 
by motion in the action in which the irregularity complained of appears. 

The plaintiffs contend, however, that they seek relief by injunction 
against the execution in the hands of the defendant sheriff, and as the | 
action of ejectment, in which it issued, was brought before the Code of © 
Civil Procedure was enacted, the latter does not apply to it, and — 
the court cannot grant such relief in that action. This is a mis- (516) 
apprehension of the provisions of the statute (Bat. Rev., ch. 17, 
sec. 402), applicable. It is true that it provides that such “suits shall be 
proceeded in and tried under the existing laws and rules applicable 
thereto,” at and before the time the Code of Civil Procedure took effect, 
but it further provides, that “after final judgment shall be rendered 
therein, the clerk shall enter such judgment on the execution docket 
required to be kept by him, and the subsequent proceedings shall be as 
provided for actions hereafter to be commenced.” The judgment in 
question had been rendered in the action of ejectment, and the relief, 
sought after judgment, might—ought—to have been applied for, just 
as if the action had been brought subsequent to the enactment of the 
Code of Civil Procedure. The court could grant all appropriate relief 
in equity in that action after judgment, upon proper application, and in 
it as well as in an independent action, as the Superior Courts administer 
_ the principles of law and equity, under the prevailing method of civil 
procedure, in the same action. An independent action was unnecessary ; 
indeed, it was improper. Such action will not be allowed when the 
_ relief or remedy demanded may be had in an existing action. Long v. 
Jarratt, 94 N. C., 448, and the cases there cited. 

The plaintiffs might therefore, have obtained all the relief they de- 
manded by their complaint, as at first filed in the action of ejectment 
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referred to, which was pending and is still pending, for all proper pur- 
poses contemplated by it. Their present action must, therefore, be dis- 
missed without prejudice to them. | 

Error. 


Cited: Walton v. McKesson, 101 N. C., 442; Wood v. Watson, 107 
N. C., 54; Herman v. Watts, ebid., 652; Taylor v. Gooch, 110 N. C,, 
391; Everett v. Reynolds, 114 N. C., 368; Carraway v. Lassiter, 139 
N. on 152. : 


(517) 


THE CHARLOTTE PLANING MILLS v. F. A. McNINCH anp Wire, 
SARAH A. McNINCH. 


J urisdiction—A mendment—Consent Order. 


1. Where the complaint, in an action brought in the Superior Court, against 
a husband and wife, merely alleged a debt less than $200, and a lien in 
connection therewith, but afterwards, by consent, a second cause of action 
was added, in which it was alleged that said debt was chargeable upon 
the separate estate of the wife, and judgment was demanded that the 
debt be enforced by a sale of her real property, if necessary: Held, that 
the court had jurisdiction, though it would not have had without the 
amendment. 


2, While consent may not give jurisdiction generally, when a complaint does 
not show jurisdiction as to parties and subject-matter, the parties can 
consent to an amendment whereby such jurisdiction does appear. 


3. It seems that the court has power to allow such amendment without consent 
of defendants. 


Crvit action, tried before MacRae, J. at September Term, 1887, of 
the Superior Court of Mzcxienzvre. | 

‘The action was brought to recover a balance of $91.66, alleged to be 
due to the plaintiff for certain building materials furnished to the feme 
defendant, to be placed upon, and for the improvement of, her separate 
real estate. The complaint, as to the first cause of action therein alleged, | 
demands judgment for the debt, and the enforcement of a mechanic’s 
lien in respect to the materials supplied; as to the second cause of 
action, it demands judgment for the debt, and the enforcement of it © 
against the estate of the feme defendant. | 

The following is a copy of the material parts of the case stated on 
: appeal : | 
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“The plaintiff, at first, filed a complaint, setting forth but one cause 
of action, which was identical with the first cause of action contained — 
in the amended complaint. The defendants filed a joint answer 
to the complaint. first filed, denying the oe allegations (518) 
thereof. 

At Spring Term, 1887, the plaintiff, by leave of ais court and consent 
of counsel for defendants, amended the said complaint, by adding thereto 
_ a second cause of action, and the defendants answered, denying the 

allegations thereof. 

At the trial of the action, and after the jury kaa ae sinpaieled: 
and without withdrawing their answer, the defendants demurred ore 
tenus to the complaint as amended, upon the ground that the court had 
not jurisdiction of either of the causes of action therein set forth. 

- The court sustained the demurrer as to the first cause of action, and 
overruled it as to the second cause of action, and the defendants eX-, 
cepted.” 

There was a verdict and judgment for the plaintiff, and the de- 
fendants Eres to this Court. 


P. D. Walker for plaintiff. 
C. N. Tillett for defendants. 


Mrrrimon, J., after stating the case: The court had not jurisdiction 
of the subject-matter of the first cause of action, as alleged in the com- 
plaint, because it simply alleged a debt due the plaintiff, and a lien in 
connection therewith, of which a justice of the peace had jurisdiction. 

The second cause of action alleged the same debt, and that it was 
chargeable upon the separate estate of the feme doferidant, and as to it, 
judgment was demanded, that the payment of the debt be enforced by a 
proper judgment, directing a sale of the real estate, if need be. The 
court had jurisdiction of the cause of action thus alleged. The purpose 
was to enforce the payment of the debt, by a resort to the separate estate 
of the feme covert defendant. It is expressly decided that the Superior 
Courts have jurisdiction in such cases. Dougherty v. Sprinkle, 88 N.C., 
300; Webster v. Laws, 89 N. C., 224; Smaw v. Cohen, 95 N. C., 85 
Newils v. Pope, ibid., 346. 

But the appellants insist that, inasmuch as the complaint, was (519) 
at first filed, alleged but a sais cause of action, of which the 
court had not jurisdiction, it could not obtain it by an amendment of 
the complaint, alleging a cause of action of which it had jurisdiction. 
This may or may not be so ordinarily, but, in this case, the defendants 
consented to the amendment, and thus consented to constitute an action 
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before the court, of which it had jurisdiction as to the parties and the 
subject-matter of the action. The parties could thus consent to come or 
remain before the court, and the appellants, having once consented to 
the amendment, could not afterwards, in the course of the action, with- 
draw such consent, unless with the assent of the appellees. The parties, 
in effect, consented to remain before the court and litigate a cause of 
action not at first alleged, but which was afterwards formally alleged — 
on one side and denied on the other, and the court took notice of the 
agreement thus appearing, and allowed them to do so. It was competent 
thus to confer jurisdiction. 

It was contended on the argument, that the parties could not, by 
consent, confer jurisdiction. This is true in some cases, but the rule 
invoked does not apply in cases like the present one. Parties may con- 
sent to submit to the jurisdiction of the court, if they and the cause of 
action be such as the court may lawfully take jurisdiction of; but if the 
court cannot, in law, take jurisdiction of the parties for, any reason, or 
of the cause of action, consent or agreement of parties cannot confer it, 
because, in that case, the law does not give or allow it; on the contrary, 
it forbids it. The law prescribes the jurisdiction of courts. If the court 
may take jurisdiction—that is, if the law gives and allows it, then the 
consent of parties may confer it, in a particular case coming within the 

law allowing it, not aiheenice. 
(520) It is not at all certain that the court could not, without the 
consent of the appellants, have allowed tlie amendment alleging 
the same cause of action, in a different way developing the jurisdiction 
of the court. The cause of action of which the court, in fact, had juris- 
diction, was imperfectly alleged in the complaint, as at first filed. What 
prevented the court from allowing the appropriate amendment? But 
we need not pass upon this view of the case, and we mention it to exclude 
a conclusion, that the court had not authority to allow such amend- 
ment. Johnson v. Finch, 93 N. C., 205; Singer Mfg. Co. v. Barrett, 
95 N. C., 36. 
There 1 ib no error, and the judgment must be afirmed., 
Judgment affirmed. 


Cited: Berry v. Henderson, 102 N. C., 527; Hlhiott v. Tyson, 117 
N. C., 116; Smeth v. Newberry, 140 N. a 387; Wilson v. Batchelor, 
182 N. C., 94. 
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W. C. ABERNATHY, Guarpian, v. B. F. WITHERS Et At. 
Report of Referee—Judgment in absence of HCL SE MAELICE: 


The referee, in an action on an administrator’s bond, having filed his report, 
with the evidence, finding a balance due the plaintiff, and no exceptions 
being filed thereto, within the time given for exceptions, the Superior 
Court properly gave judgment according to the report; and upon appeal 
this Court will not review the findings of the referee upon the evidence, 
for some alleged error first suggested here, but will affirm the judgment. 


Cam action, heard before Mackae, Jd. at Fall Term, 1887, of the 
ee Court of Mecxiensure. 

This action was brought in the-Superior Court by W. C. Abernathy, 
guardian of M. L. Abernathy,. against the defendant B. F. Withers, 
administrator of M. J. Abernathy, deceased, and the sureties on his 
administration bond, for an account and settlement of the estate of his 
intestate. 

At the Fall Term, 1886, of said court, Graves, i: made the fol- (521) 
lowing order : 

“This cause is referred to J ohn R. Erwin, clerk, to take and state an 
account of the estate of S. J. Abernathy, that has come to the hand of 
the defendant Withers as administrator of her estate. | 

He will make his report to the next term of this court.” 

The referee made his report to the following term, accompanied by 
the evidence and an account stated, in which a balance of $1,424.45 was 
found to be due from the administrator, when the following order was 
made by Montgomery, Jo: 

_ “Tn this cause, it is ordered that the defendant have thirty days to 
file exceptions to the report of the referee, as of this term.” 

No exceptions were filed, and at Fall Term, 1887, the following judg- 
ment was rendered by MacRae, J.: 

“This cause coming on to be heard, upon the report of J. R. Erwin, 
referee, to which no exception has been filed by the defendants: 

Jt is now adjudged that the said report be, in all respects, confirmed, 
and that the plaintiff guardian as aforesaid, do recover of the defendant 
B. F. Withers, as principal, and of J. S. Miller and Jas. H. Elms, the 
sureties on his bond, the sum of fourteen hundred and sixty-seven dollars 
and seventeen cents ($1,467.17), of which sum $1,424.45 is principal, 
and $42.72 is interest accrued since’ the report, and also the costs of this 
action, to be taxed by the clerk, and to include an allowance of twenty- 
five ($25) dollars for the referee, J. R. Erwin. ” 
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There was no exception taken before the referee to any: finding of fact 
or conclusion of law. He made his report, and the defendants were 
allowed thirty days within which to file exceptions. No exception was 
filed, nor had any been taken before the referee. No error in the report 
was alleged or suggested, or pointed out in the court below, nor was the 

court asked to pass upon any ruling of the referee. | 
(522) The report was confirmed and judgment rendered daca and 
| there was no exception to that. There was no case on appeal 
stated, and the only indication of any dissatisfaction, on the part of the 
appellant, is to be found in the simple entry: “Defendants appeal to 
Supreme Court. Notice waived. Bond in $50 adjudged sufficient.” And 
we are now asked to review the findings of the referee upon the report 
and evidence sent with the transcript, as if it had come by appeal 
directly to this Court from the referee, and upon some alleged error, for 
the first time assigned or suggested here. 


Pd): Walker for paar. 
C. N. Tillett for defendants. 


Davis, J., after stating the case as above: We are unable to see the 
remotest analogy between this case and that of Allen v. Griffin, 98 
N. C., 120, relied on by counsel for appellant. There, the case on appeal 
was settled by the court, and presented, concisely | clearly, the matter 
in controversy, and the alleged ground of error—it was apparent in 
that case, and upon the face of the case, stated by the court, and did not 
have to be pointed out in this Court for the first time; but here, it is 
sought, for the first time, to assign some error in the finding of the 
. referee, which was not excepted to, and about which, so far as we can 
see, there was never any dispute or controversy, and which was never 
brought to the attention of the referee, or passed upon by the court 
below. 

. This will not do. Whassenhunt v. Jones, 80 N. C., 348; Neal v. Mace, 
89 N. C., 171; The Code, sec. 550; Manufacturing Co. ’. Simmons, 97 
N. C., 89, aid the many cases cd. 

There i 18 no. error. 

Judgment affirmed. 
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| | (523) 
WILSON P. COVINGTON vy. MORRIS NEWBERGER. 


Practice in Supreme Court—Amending Case on A ee en and 
Agent—V erdict—E vid enco—L nkeeper ers Inen. 


1. This Court cannot permit ne case on appeal, appearing in the record, to 
be varied or amended by adding thereto matters suggested to the Court 
upon affidavit. Only questions presented in the record can be considered. 


2. In the absence of an express agreement the principal is not responsible for 
the hotel bill of his agent or drummer, where the hotel-keeper allows the 
agent to run up a bill without notice to the principal, and it is proven to 
be a general custom for such agents to pay their hotel bills in cash. 


8. An innkeeper has a lien even upon the goods of a third person held by a 
guest, and brought within the inn, unless he knew they were not. the 
property of the guest. 


4, When there is no evidence, or only a scintilla of evidence, or the evidence 
is not sufficient, in a just and reasonable view of it, to warrant an infer- 
ence of any fact in issue, the court should not leave the issue to be passed 
upon by the jury, but should direct a verdict against the party upon whom 
the burden of proof rests. | 


Civit AcTION, originally commenced before a justice of the peace, and 
carried, by appeal, to the Superior Court of Anson County, and tried 
before Clark, J., at May Term, 1887, of said court. 

At the time of issuing the summons, and as ancillary to the action, a 
warrant of attachment was issued, under which certain trunks and 
packages of samples, in possession of Lindsay Davis, were seized, and 
afterwards replevied by the defendant. 

The pleadings were oral. 

During the years 1881 and 1882, the plaintiff was the proprietor of a 
hotel in the town of Wadesboro, and he alleged that during that 
time the defendant became indebted to him in the sum of $47, (524) 
for the board and lodging of his agent, Lindsay Davis. The de- 
fendant answered, denying the debt and denying that he owed the plain- 
tiff anything. 

The plaintiff, in his own behalf, testified, in substance, that “Davis 
was traveling over the country as a salesman of the defendant, soliciting 
orders and selling goods for him,” and was so engaged at the time the 
alleged debt was contracted. Witness knew that Davis was the agent of 
the defendant, “and on every occasion when he stopped with witness, he 
was engaged in prosecuting the defendant’s business. Witness extended 
credit to defendant in the first instance, and thought that he was respon- 
sible for his agent’s board bill. . . . It was the habit of said agent 
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‘to come to Wadesboro several times during the year, and, while making. 
plaintiff’s hotel headquarters, to visit the surrounding country, by 
_ private conveyance, returning to Wadesboro from time to time, to re- 
eéive communications and orders from his house, and to send orders for 
goods which he had sold. Witness received payments from time to time 
from said agent, on the account, and the sum of forty-seven dollars is the 
balance due after deducting all payments. | 
Cross-ecamined.—Said Davis always registered on the hotel register 
as “Lindsay Davis,” without making any reference to the defendant. 
Said Davis was carrying with him large trunks and cases of samples of 
clothing, all of which were brought to plaintifi’s hotel and there kept 
and exhibited. Davis was a transient patron at plaintiff’s hotel. It was 
the general custom that such patrons were expected to pay cash for their 
bills, though witness thought there were exceptions. Where the drum- 
mer was engaged in “working up” the surrounding country, he was 
not expected to settle until he had finished. Some time since the com- 
mencement of the action the witness drew off his account from 
(525) his hotel register, which is as follows, to wit: 


Linpsay Davis with M. NEwBERGER— 


1881. 
April 1, To board ...00.... aces Cette dessa $ 0.50 
POEM. “OA ODOR Bowne nsaconetateat nailmcseraitnmaledice vines 8.50 
April 12, To board ............ priate tartan tata stser: 12.00 
ADEM 18. TO Oar! fecuwsie ss ecssst sieatc ba peaas iaiatoatanits 1.50 
J WY 295... LO" WOAtd. scmicnne iaiednemane t00 
Aug. 5. UO. Doan hc ac iilesiteuatices Mabe ueee 50. 
Aas “Fy LEO DOALO : chisecten sea saiiantascncosian sh kesetseteeiaeuintesn 50 
BU AT) TO VOREd, Setanta can aie eaten eee aituk 8.50 
a $ 39.50 
B21 mS 6 Ue © 9 Y=) | SE ae nn Pe ner ee ee 20.00 
; | $ 19.50 
Oct. 17, To board wo... Ue incite leongnaisineseaian 9.00 
| Oct. 24, To board ....... ee ene ene ee ere 1.00 
SS | $°29.50 
Oct. 24, By cash oi. seem panera sea deca 8.00 
- Amount brought forward Evacuate de hasieneet $ 21.50: 
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eMareh: 2, To board: stoic setesucon, ts Saeresee: vB 2.50 


| Boprtl 26. To bean: veces cistineers ee aden 150 
April 18), 10: WOard .cscssitiaicciaiizactiins! ee oe 7.00 
Aug. 28, To board ........... Wien erecta Weaplanaae era ae ipa. EL00 

| | $ 43.50 
AUCs U1 By Caste aise ote caters dies: Pinch aches eamencied: 3.50 
7 2 $ 40.00 

IN OV Be TO WORT acs. iia hans udu arincteiaesicnt ents ays 4.50 
Nov. 97, To board ...... eee Maurie eee 2.50 
$ 47.00 


“Which account witness has since kept on a small pocket (526) 
memorandum, 

Witness extended the credit and allowed the account to run, because 
he thought the trunks and cases of samples were liable and responsible 
for the board bills of Davis, and also because he thought the defendant _ 
was liable for the board bills of his said drummer. Witness never had, | 
at any time prior to the commencement of this action, any conversation 
or communication with the defendant concerning the account—never 
notified him that he was extending credit on account of his said drum- 
mer; never presented the account to defendant, or made any demand on 
him ‘efor bringing the action.” 

The plaintiff then put in evidence the return of the sheriff endorsed 
on the warrants of attachment and the undertaking entered into by the 
defendant, which showed that the property levied on (the trunks and 
samples) was the property of the defendant, and claimed by him. 

George W. Huntley, witness for plaintiff, testified that during the 
years 1881 and 1882 Davis was traveling as the drummer or agent of _ 
the defendant, selling clothing for him. “Witness gave him (Davis) 
orders for goods; the goods were shipped and received by witness, and 
witness paid the draft drawn by the defendant for the price of the 
goods.” 

Dr. Covington also testified that Davis was the traveling mines of 
the defendant. 7 

The defendant introduced no evidence. 

The court charged the jury, in substance, as follows, to wit: : 

That they must first be satisfied from the evidence that Lindsay Davis 
_ was the agent of the defendant, Morris Newberger, and if they were not 
so satisfied, they should find the issue in favor of the defendant. But 
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if, from the evidence, they were satisfied that Lindsay Davis :was the 
agent of the defendant at the time the account was made, that then the 

liability of the defendant would depend upon the character of the 
(527) agency, and whether the agent had authority to bind his principal 

for his board bill; that plaintiff must satisfy the jury that, by 
the contract of agency, the agent had such authority from his principal 
when engaged in the prosecution of the agency; and if the defendant 
(principal) did authorize his agent to bind him for the price of the 
agent’s board, and the board bill was contracted by the agent in the 
course of the business, that then the defendant would be liable in: this 
action, and they should find in favor of the plaintiff; that if Lindsay 
Davis was the drummer of the defendant, and stopped at the hotel of 
the plaintiff in the prosecution of his business as the drummer of de- 
fendant, and such stopping and boarding was necessary to the prosecu- 
tion of the agency, and the jury find from the evidence that the con- 
tracting of the board bills was necessary in the prosecution of the work 
of the agency, the defendant was liable to plaintiff for such of his 
account as has been proved to the satisfaction of the jury. That the 
burden was on the plaintiff to ay them of the truth of these propo- 
sitions. 

The court submitted to the jury the following issues: 

“Ts defendant indebted to plaintiff? If so, how much?’ 

The jury responded, “Yes; forty-seven dollars.” 

The defendant moved for a new trial, for error of the court in refus- 
ing instructions asked, in submitting issue to the jury, and for. error in 
the charge of the court. 

Motion overruled. Judgment. Appeal by the defendant to the 
Supreme Court. : | oe 


W. L. Parsons for plaintiff. 
J.A. Lockhart and P. D. Walker for defendant. 


Davis, J., after stating the facts: Upon disagreement of counsel, the 
case on appeal was settled by the judge, as appears from the certificate, 
and the instructions asked for by the defendant, and the refusal of 

which constitutes one of the grounds of exception, as appears in 
(528) the statement of the case, do not appear in the record. Counsel 

for the appellant proposed to show by affidavits what the instruc- 
tions asked for and refused were; but this court cannot permit the case 
stated to be varied or amended in any such way, and we can only con- 
sider the questions presented in the record. 

The plaintiff was a hotel keeper in the town of Wadesbita. One- 
_ Lindsay Davis was the traveling salesman or “drummer” for the defend- 
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ant Newberger, and in the course of his business as such,,“was a tran- 
sient. patron at plaintifi’s hotel” at divers times, from 1 April, 1881, to 
27 November, 1882, generally leaving without paying his board, but 
making Beadei onal payments, as appears by the credits on the account. 
It was during this time, extending over a period of nearly. twenty 
months, that the credit was given and the debt incurred, which it is 
sought by this action to recover. There is no evidence of any express 
agreement or promise on the part of the defendant to pay the debt, and 
there is no evidence that he knew of its existence till this action was 
instituted. On the contrary, the plaintiff himself testifies (and this 
was the only evidence on this point) that he “never had, at any time 
prior to the commencement of this action, any conversation or com- 
munication with the defendant concerning the account; never notified 


him that he was extending credit on account of his said drummer; never . 


presented the account to defendant, or made any demand on him ‘Petore 
bringing the action.” 
Is there any evidence of an implied promise on the part of the de- 


fendant to pay this debt? Is there any evidence of authority from -him | 


to the plaintiff to give this extended credit for the board of the “drum- 
mer?” Is there any evidence, from which it might. be reasonably 
inferred or implied, that he would be liable therefor? Is there any 
evidence whatever, that the “agent” Davis “had authority to bind 

his principal (the defendant) for his board bill,” extending over (529) 
a period of many months? | 

The plaintiff says that there was some evidence in the fact that the 
defendant Newberger sent Davis, as his agent, through the country to 
sell goods for.-him, and that this carried with it the incidental, or im- 
plied, authority in Davis to bind the principal for liabilities incurred 
by the agent, and rendered necessary in the discharge of the duties per- 
taining to his agency; and for this he refers us to Story on Agency, 
secs. 73, 78, 98, 119 and 127; Huntley v. Mathias, 90 N. C., 101, and 
Bensley v. Doggett. 37 Am. Bens, 827. These authorities go to the 
full extent of declaring, that the principal is liable for any necessary 
expenses, or for anything that it may be necessary for the agent to do in 
and about the business of his agency, and when the principal sends the 
agent out, he sends him with the implied authority to do what is neces- 
sary and proper, in order to transact the business for which he is em- 
ployed. The principal is bound, in such cases, by whatever the agent 
may do within the scope of his authority. 

Conceding this doctrine as well settled, can it be reasonably assumed 
that it is within the scope of the agent’s authority to make debts and 
charge his principal therewith, as is done in this case? He was em- 
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ployed to sell.goods, and it may be, all reasonable and necessary expenses 
(whether he is furnished with the money by his principal to pay them 
or not), as he travels through the country, may be an implied charge 
against his principal, as a necessary incident to the business of the 
agency; but this must be within the limits, and subordinate to well 
known custom. The plaintiff in this case. testifies that “it was the gen- 
eral custom, that such patrons (transient patrons) were expected to pay 
eash for their bills.” It is true, he adds, that he “thought there were 
exceptions.” There is nothing stated by him to show, nor does he say, 
that this case is an exception. 
If he intended to hold the defendant saiworable for the board 
(530) bill of Davis, it was manifestly his duty, in the absence of any 
agreement, to notify him of the failure of Davis “to pay cash,” 
in accordance with custom. Wharton on Agency and Agents, secs. 134 
and 137. The long and continued failure of Davis to pay cash, accord- 
ing to the general custom, ought to have put the plaintiff on inquiry, 
and it is well said by Wharton, sec. 139, “when there is any good reason 
to put the third party (the party dealing with the agent) on his inquiry, 
he is bound to go to the principal for this purpose, or otherwise, he will 
open himself to the charge of collusion with the agent against the 
principal. x 
But counsel for the plaintiff insist, that the joakesien has a lien, even 
upon the goods of a third person, held by a guest and brought within the 
- inn, and when the defendant replevied the goods, he became liable. The 
landlord or innkeeper’s lien is well recognized, and the case of Cook v. 
Kane, 57 Am. Reps., 28, cited by counsel, is authority for the position 
taken by counsel, but it has the qualification, “unless he knew it was not 
the property of the guest.” | 
Assuming, that upon a notification of the failure of the drummer, in 
the first instance to pay cash, according to the general custom, the de- 
fendants would have been liable for his hotel bill (when the amount of 
the account was insignificant), and assuming that the plaintiff would 
then have had a lien upon the trunks and samples in the possession of 
the drummer, to secure the cash, then due from his eustomer, and, 
instead of availing himself of it, had permitted the drummer to carry 
them away, and extended the credit from time to time, in the manner 
indicated in the account, and for which, we think, there is no evidence 
of authority, then he would have had no lien upon defendant’s property 
for the amount of the unauthorized credit, and the fact that the de- 
_fendant replevied the goods, cannot help the plaintiff. 
- When there is no evidence, or only a scintilla of evidence, or the 
evidence is not sufficient, in a just and reasonable view of it, to war- 
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rant an inference of any fact in issue, the court should not (531) 
leave the issue to be passed upon by the jury, but should direct a 
verdict against the party upon whom the burden of proof rests. Brown 
v. Kinsey, 81 N. C., 245; Best v. Frederick, 84 N. C.,.176; S. v. White, 
89 N. C., 462; 8. v. Powell, 94 N. C., 965, and cases cited. | 

There is error, and the defendant is entitled to a new trial. 
Error. 7 Venire de novo. 


Cited: Nash v. House 120 N. C., 460; Epps v. Smith, i21N.C, 
165; S. uv. Wheeler, 185 N. C., 672; 8. . Palmore 189 N. C., 540. 


THE FIRST NATIONAL BANK OF CHARLOTTE v. A. R. HOMESLEY 
AND OTHERS. 


as and Principal—Indulging Judgment against Principal— 
Notice by Sureties to Creditor. 


3. A creditor having obtained judgment against principal and sureties to a 
_ debt, and there being some real property of the principal in excess of the 
homestead, after the same was allotted, the neglect of the creditor to pro- 
ceed to sell such excess, though orally requested so to do by the sureties, 
does not exonerate the sureties to the amount the land would have brought 

if sold. 


2. Where the creditor merely remains passive, doing nothing detrimental to 
the surety, who can pay the debt and have the judgment assigned to a 
trustee, so as to place it under his control, the surety is not exonerated. 


3. To get the benefit provided for sureties by section 2097 of The Code, they 
must give the creditor notice in writing to bring suit, etc., and only he 
who gives the notice can claim the benefit, when there are more than one. 


Civiz action, tried before MacRae, J., at Fall Term, 1887, of the 
Superior Court of Meckiensure. 

The First National Bank of Charlotte, organized and acting under 
the laws of the United States, at Fall Term, 1875, recovered 
judgment in the Superior Court of Mecklenburg against the de- (532) 
fendants, for the sum of $2,638.60, on their promissory note in 
general terms, while, in fact, the defendant, A. R. Homesley was a 
principal, and the others sureties to the debt. A transcript of the judg- 
ment was sent to Gaston County, and docketed in the Superior Court of 
that county on 27 February, 1876. At that time, the principal debtor 
owned land therein situated, estimated to be worth from twelve to fifteen 
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hundred dollars, for which he had deeds, that had not then been regis- 
_tered, though they have been since. His exempt property, real and 
parscnal was laid off and allotted to him on 6 September, 1876, in 
another county, and he has become insolvent. 

After the docketing the judgment, the sureties, Rudisill and Gianey, 
requested the plaintiff to sue out execution and satisfy the debt by sale 
of said land, which it failed to do. 

The defendants, who are sureties, insist that, by reason of the plain- 
tiff’s refusal, after being so required, to sue out execution and sell the 
land of their principal, thus subjected to the statutory lien, they are ex- 
onerated from liability to the extent of the sum which the sale of the - 
land would have produced, and that in the present action to enforce the 
judgment, the plaintiff’s recovery against them should be only for the 
residue of the debt. | 

The court ruled against the claim for reduction, and upon the agreed 
facts entered judgment for the entire debt demanded, from which the 
sureties appealed. ? 


W.P. Bynum for plaintiff. 
J. B. Batchelor for defendants. 


Smiru, C. J., after stating the case: The only question before us, 
though other defenses are set up in the answer, is as to the asserted 
equitable right to an abatement in the plaintiff’s demand to the extent 

claimed, in favor of the appellants. 

(583) It is a well settled rule in equity, aside from special legislation 

in this State for the protection of sureties, that while “forbear- 
ance or delay in collecting from the principal debtor, furnishes no 
ground on which the surety. can ask for exoneration” yet “if the 
creditor do any act for the ease of the principal, without the privity of 
the surety, by which act the surety is injured or exposed to injury, that 
act may be laid hold of for the surety’s relief.” Gaston, d., in Cooper v: 
Wilcox, 2D. & B. Eq., 90. 

The same principle is stated by Ruffin, C. J., in the opinion in a case 
decided at the next term, in these words: | 

“The surety is entitled to the benefit of every additional or collateral 
security, which the creditor gets into his hands, for the debt for which 
the surety is bound. As soon as such a security is created, and by what- 
ever means, the surety’s interest in it arises, and the creditor cannot, 
himself, nor by any collusion with the debtor, do any act to impair the 
security or destroy the surety’s interest.” Nelson v. Willams, cbid., 
118. To like effect, Smith v. McLeod, 3 Ired. Eq., 390. In Forbes v. 
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Smith, 5 Ired. Eq., 369. A surety had, on application to the clerk, 
caused an execution to issue on a Judgment recovered against the prin- 
cipal and himself, which was levied upon certain slaves, that had be- 
longed to the principal debtor, and were liable to be thus seized and 
sold, although they had been included in a conveyance, by way of mar- 
riage settlement, to the plaintiff, as trustee, which had not been regis- 
tered, and was ineffectual against the writ. The plaintiff withdrew the 
process, returned it to the office, and directed that none other should 
issue without plaintifi’s order. The right to do this, without impairing 
the liability of the surety, was declared, Pearson, J., saying, that “all 
that the plaintiff (in the bill in equity), as surety, had a right to ask, 
under the circumstances, was the benefit of having control of 

the judgment, provided he paid up the debt, and this he failed (534) 
to do.” 

In Thornton v. Thornton, 63 N. C., 211, cited for the plaintiff, judg- - 
ment was rendered in Cumberland County Court, against the principal 
debtor and his surety, their relations as such being therein distinguished, 
and the principal had property in other counties, to which the plaintiff 
himself would not direct execution to issue, nor allow the surety to have 
it done, for his relief. In the opinion, delivered by Rodman, J., he 
uses this language: “The creditor is not bound to sue, or to use active 
diligence in collecting his debt out of the principal debtor. But if the 
creditor gives time to the principal debtor, that is, if by any valid con- 
tract he debars himself from the immediate prosecution of his remedy, 
or if he releases any security, which may have been acquired from the 
principal debtor, he thereby discharges the surety.”’ 

The doctrine extracted from these cases, where the creditor merely 
remains passive, doing nothing himself detrimental to the sureties, while 
the opportunity is afforded them, by paying the debt and having the 

judgment assigned to a trustee, so as to place it under their control, 
cannot be invoked for the relief of the sureties in this case. Hanner v. 
Douglas, 4 Jones Eq., 262; Towe v. Newbold, ibid., 212. 

The General Assembly ae come to the relief of sureties, in cases not 
provided for in the preéxisting law, by requiring the creditor, at the 
instance of the surety who considers himself in danger of loss from his 
_ contingent lability, to bring suit and use reasonable diligence in mak- 
ing his money from the principal, and saving harmless the surety, at 
the hazard of losing his claim upon the eT, if neEnE Cn in doing so. 
The Code, sec. 2097. 

To have the benefit of this enactment, and that there may be no con- 
troversy as to whether the demand is sufficient to have this effect, it 

must be a notice in writing, given to the creditor, and its benefits - 
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(5385) are secured to such only as give the notice, if there be more than 
one surety. The Code, sec. 2098. | 

But official bonds, or securities held as collateral, are excepted from 
the operation of the act; nor does it. reach the present case, since the 
requirement of the auretios was verbal only, if in other aspects applicable 
to the present case. 

There is no error, and the judgment 3 18 nied: 

Judgment oad: 7 


Cited: Taylor v. Bridger, 185 N. C., 86. 


JOHN DICKERSON jy. Ww. K, WILCOXON ano W. H. PERKINS, 
Exrcutors or ALLEN PERKINS. 


Executors and Admimstrators—J udgment. 


Where a judgment is obtained against executors upon a debt due by their 
testator, and upon a reference, ordered in the cause, to state an account 
of the administration, it is ascertained that the executors have not enough 
assets derived from the personalty to satisfy the judgment, but that they 
have sufficient funds in hand derived from the sale of the real estate of 
their testator—the real estate having been sold by the devisees and the 
proceeds turned over by them to the executors: Held, that it was not error 
to order the payment of the judgment out of the proceeds of the realty 
in the hands of the executors, although the devisees were not parties to 
the action, and no special proceeding to make real estate assets had been 
brought against such devisees by the executors. 


Tus was a civil action, heard on exceptions, by MacRae, J., at May 
Term, 1887, of AsHz Superior Court, final judgment being rendered by 
Boykin, J., at Fall Term, 1887, on the filing of the opinion of the 
Supreme Court, rendered at February Term, pose in this cause. 

Defendants anpenlad, 

This action, commenced on 6 November, 1869, is prosecuted for the 

purpose of settling a partnership, formed in 1855, of the plaintiff, 
(536) one Jackson B. Hash (whose interest in the business the plaintiff 

claims as assignee), and Allen Perkins, the defendants’ testator, 
and to recover the plaintiff’s share of the proceeds. The complaint — 
alleges that the funds of the mercantile firm went into the hands of the 
said Allen Perkins, and no account thereof has been rendered avd ad- 
- justed, either by the deceased member in his lifetime, or by his execu-. 
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tors since. The defendants admit the constitution of the partnership 
firm of Hash, Perkins & Co. in 1855, and its dissolution in 1857, deny 
the alleged contribution to the capital stock, alleged in the coriplaint. 
and the testator’s taking the effects into his possession, and undertaking © 
to close up the business; aver that one Timothy Perkins, a clerk in their 
employ, and since deceased, undertook this duty, and the books and 
accounts were placed in his ohare, with the consent of all the members, 
and that his efforts in that direction were interrupted by the Civil 
_ War, into which he entered and was killed—and while having no assets 
of the testator, submit to the taking the proposed account. 

‘Such proceedings were had in the cause, that at Spring Term, 1883, 
of the Superior Court of Ashe County, judgment was recovered upon an 
ascertained balance due, the plaintiff from the partnership resources, of 
$623.70, with interest from Fall Term, 1882, but without the institu- — 
tion of any inquiry into the condition of the testator’s estate, and the 
value of the assets, with which the defendants are chargeable to make 
payment. 

Upon an appeal to this Court, from the ruling of the Seiias in the 
cause, whereby the issue of an execution against the defendants, to be 
satisfied de boms propriis, was stayed until the sufficiency of the assets 
could be ascertained to meet the debt, the cause was remanded for that 
purpose, and meanwhile action under execution suspended. See the 
case reported in 97 N. C., 309. 

The cause being ye in the Superior Court, an order of ( 537 an 
reference was made to the clerk, to take and state an account of 
the administration of the testator’s estate by the executors, which order 
was executed, and report returned to the succeeding term. 

The referee finds that there were in the defendants’ hands on 19 April, 
1879, as appears by record of settlement in the clerk’s office, $417.78, 
mick with interest since accrued, to wit, $152.58, makes an aggregate 
of $57 0.36. 

He further reports sngeeels of land sold by the executors, with which 
they are chargeable as assets, which, with the moneys already mentioned, | 
swell the whole sum to $7,990.47. To the report the defendants file the 
following exceptions : 

The defendants except to the report filed by Commissioner Dickson 
at this term of the court, for the following reasons: 

1st. The commissioner erred in finding as a fact that there went into 
the hands of the defendant from the sale of the 460-acre tract on Hilton, 
owned by Allen Perkins:at the time of his death, the sum, with interest, 
of $4,123.21, when there was no evidence before him showing that any 
sum whatever went into their hands from this source; but on the con- 
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trary, the evidence shows that the land was sold as the lands belonging 
to the estate of Riley Perkins, for partition among his heirs, instead 
of the heirs of Allen Perkins. 

2d. The commissioner erred in finding that there did or should have 
gone into the hands of the defendants, from the sale of the Naked Creek 
lands, the sum of $3,036.00, contrary to the evidence and against the 
weight thereof. 

3d. The commissioner erred in finding, as a conclusion of law, that the 
defendants are estopped from claiming the title for the 460-acre tract on 
Hilton, and claiming under the deed from Allen Perkins to Riley 

Perkins in 1858, by claiming under the will of Allen Perkins, 
(538) without finding the fact that they did claim said lands under the 
- will of Allen Perkins, and when the weight of the testimony 
shows that what claim, if any 2 at all, they set up to said lands, was under 
Riley Perkins. | 
4th. The commissioner finds that the sum of $7,990.47 is now in the 
hands of the defendants, liable for the payment of the just claims against 
the estate of their testator, but failed to find what portion of said sum 
is in the hands of the defendants separately. 

5th. The commissioner fails to find what-.amount of legal claims 
against the estate of Allen Perkins have been paid by defendants. 

6th. The commissioner failed to find what amount of legal claims 
against the estate of Allen Perkins is still outstanding. 

7th. The commissioner fails to find what portion of the assets that 
he finds in the defendant’s hands are liable to the plaintiff’s debt. 

8th. The report of the commissioner is conflicting and erroneous upon 
its face, in that, in fixing the amount received from the several sources, 
he reports one amount, and in the aggregate reports another. 

9th. The commissioner erred in finding that there went into the 
hands of defendant, W. K. Wilcoxon, $125 for lands bid off by him on 
Hilton, when the weight of the testimony shows that neither the lands 
nor the money for the same went, or could have gone, into his hands. 

His Honor, Judge MacRae, after hearing the argument in | the case, 
filed the following order : 

This cause coming on to be. heard upon the report of the referee filed 
and exceptions thereto, it is considered by the court that the first and 
third exceptions be sustained. It appearing from the evidence, that the 
460 acres, known as the Hilton land, or part of the Hilton land, devised 

by the testator, with other lands, to his children, had been con- 
(539) veyed by the testator in his lifetime to his son, Riley Perkins, 

who was killed in the war, leaving no issue, and that said land 
was sold for partition among the heirs of Riley Perkins, who were also 
devisees under the will of Allen Perkins. | 
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The court is of opinion, that the parties claiming under the will of 
Allen Perkins are not precluded from enjoying an interest or estate in 
this tract, derived from the legal owner of the land, aes Perkins, and 
i1n opposition to the will. 

Second exception is overruled, upon the 6th and rth findings of fact 
of the referee, which are adopted as the findings of the court. 

Fourth exception is sustained, first, as to the amount found in the 
hands of the executors, which is to be modified in accordance with the 
rulings herein had; (2) the referee ought to state the amount with 
which both the executors ought to be charged, and the sum with which 
each executor should be charged separately. 

Fifth exception is overruled. The referee has given the defendants 
credit for the sum claimed to have been paid out by them in his third 
finding of facts, wherein he charges the executors with the balance 
against them on their return, or record of settlements, made 19 April, 
1879, 2. e., $417.98 and interest. 

Sixth exception is overruled. It is not necessary for the purpose of 

the reference, that an account should be taken of claims outstanding 
against the estate of Allen Perkins, and it is not alleged that there are 
any other outstanding claims, except that of plaintiff. 
' Seventh exception is overruled. It was not required of the referee, to 
report what portion of the assets were liable to the plaintiff’s debt, but 
simply to state the account of the executors with the estate of Allen 
Perkins. | | 

Eighth exception is sustained, in so far as to require a reforma- (540) 
tion of the report. 

Ninth exception is sustained, it appearing that defendant Wilcoxon 
bought a small tract of land at a sale for division among Elizabeth, 
Sarah Ann, George and H., devisees under the will, for about $125, but 
that said land was recovered from said Wilcoxon, by superior title to 
that of the testator, and therefore he ought not to be charged with said 
land, or the proceeds of sale of it, as assets of the estate of his testator. 

And 1t is ordered that it be referred to J. M. Dickson, Esq., to reform 
his report and account, in accordance with the foregoing directions, and 
make report to the next term of this court. 

To which the defendant excepted, and assigned as error that his 
Honor erred in overruling exceptions No. 2, 5, 6, 7 and 9. 

Upon the reformed report to Fall Term, 1887 : qidement was rendered 
- for plaintiff, and defendant appealed. Notice waived, ete. 


E. R. Stamps for plaintiff. 
C. H. Armfield for defendants. 
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—n C. J., after stating the facts: It will be seen that the ore 
of the polerenee t is not so much to find what sum remains in the execu- 
tors’ hands, after payment of debts and expenses of administration, to 
be paid over to the legatees of the testator, for they are not suing for a 
settlement, and are not parties to the action, nor will be bound by its 
results, as it is to ascertain the sufficuency of the assets to satisfy the 
plaintiff's judgment and the costs incurred in recovering it. The re- 
siduary balance, shown in their own return, as reported by the referee, 
with the interest since accruing, approximates nearly the whole debt, 
and the difference only is to be made out of the proceeds of the sales of 

the lands. The personal estate has been exhausted, and the un- 
(541) paid residuum must be provided for out of the land, upon which 

-the liability now rests. Had the land remained as such, so much 
as was necessary would have to be sold to discharge the debt, and the 
conversion of the real estate into assets, accompanied by a special pro- 
ceeding against those to whom, by deseout or devise, the real estate has 
come. As the sale has been effected by the action of the devisees, and 
the money is in the hands of the executors, why may not the fund be 
thus applied at once, since this is all that a special proceeding could do, 
and this without disturbing existing interests, except by a small diminu- 
tion of the fund? The testator. gives the remainder of his estate, real 
and personal, to four named children, and the deduction is, an equal 
apportionment among them of the moneys thus used. No reason occurs 
to us why this summary method of reaching the same result may not be 
adopted. 

The series of exceptions proceed upon the erroneous idea, that the 
action settles the liabilities of the executors, generally, igus the lega- 
tees and devisees, as if it were binding upon all. Only exceptions 2, 5, 
6 and 7 are overruled, the reasons for which, as assigned by the court, 
are sufficient and satisfactory, and we find no error in those rulings open 
to correction on the appeal. 

There is no error, and the judgment must be and is affirmed. 

No error. | Judgment affirmed. 


(542) | a _ 
WILLIAM J. CADELL anp Wire vy. WILLIAM ALLEN. 


Power of Attorney—Seal—Deeds—Form and Execution of Deeds by | 
Attorneys in Fact—Correction of Written Instruments. 
1. A power of attorney, to authorize an attorney to execute a sect for real 
estate, must be under the seal of the principal. | 
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2. Such an instrument, concluding “In witness whereof, I (the principal) 
have hereunto set my hand and seal,” and signed, but having no seal after 
the name, or anything in or about or affixed to it to represent a seal, is 
invalid. 


3. When a deed is executed by an attorney in fact, it must purport on its fies 
and in its terms to be the deed of the principal, and the name of the 
principal should be signed and his seal affixed by the attorney; although 
the signing will be sufficient if it be by the attorney for the principal. 
Therefore, a deed purporting in its terms to be made by “D. C., attorney 

. of S. L.,” ete, and signed “D. C., attorney for S. L.,” is not the deed of 
— the principal. 


4, The courts will, in the construction of a deed, interpret the pibnscolony 
in such a way as to effectuate the intention of the makers, but cannot 
supply and interpolate words essential to its validity, although satisfied 
_ that the makers of the instrument failed to make it what they intended. 


5. In an action brought for that purpose, instruments may be reformed and 
- corrected by the courts; but this cannot be done where the alleged mistake 
appears incidentally in the trial of an action purely legal in its character, 
‘and to which all the persons whose rights. would be affected by the pro- 
posed correction are not parties. 


EsectMent, Mild before Graves, J., at Soieabe Term, 1886, of 
Union Superior Court. 

In the course of the trial of this action, the Ar eee detendane 
objecting—was allowed to put in aidense a paper-writing, purporting 
to be a power of attorney, from Stephen Lacy and Thomas Lacy to 
David Cuthbertson, empowering the latter to sell and convey the title 
to the lands therein mentioned and described. This paper-writing 
concluded as follows : | : (543) 


“Tn witness whereof, we, the said Stephen and Thomas Lacy, have 
nena set our hands andl seals, 26 October, 1816. 7 
(Signed) STEPHEN Lacy, 7 
THomas Laoy.” 


But no seal, nor any mark or scroll, purporting to be a seal, is affixed 
to, or set opposite, these signatures, or elsewhere in the writing. _ 

The plaintiff likewise—the defendant objecting—was allowed to put 
in evidence a deed from David Cuthbertson, attorney, which purported 
to convey the title to the lands therein mentioned and described, of | 
Stephen Lacy, one of the parties signing. and making the power of attor- 
ney, to Aaron Stegall. The following is a copy of so much of this deed 
as need be set forth here: 


“This idlentiive, ree ins 23 February, 1828, between D. Cuthbert- 
son, of the State of North Carolina, and county of Anson, attorney for 
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Stephen Lacy, of the one part, and Aaron Stegall, of the State and 
county, of the other part: Witnesseth, that for and in consideration of 
one hundred and fifty dollars, to him in hand paid by the said Stegall, 
the receipt whereof is hereby acknowledged, hath granted, bargained © 
and sold, four certain tracts of land lying,” etc. (describing them), “and 
the said D. Cuthbertson, in the name, and by virtue of his power of 
attorney from the said Stephen Lacy, warrants and forever defends the 
said tracts, containing six hundred acres of land, and premises, free and 
clear of all manner of incumbrances to the said Stegall, his heirs and © 
assigns, forever, in as full and ample a manner as the most learned in 
| the law can devise. In witness whereof, the said D. Cuthbertson, 
(544) attorney as aforesaid, hath hereunto assigned this instrument, 
and sealed the same. | 
(Signed) D. Curusrrtson, 
Attorney for Stephen Lacy.” 


The defendant, among other things, requested the court to charge 
the jury as follows: 

“1. That the power of attorney from Stephen and eee aay to. 
D. Cuthbertson is void, for uncertainty in the description of the land, 
which the said D. Cuthbertson is authorized to sell and convey. That 
the said power does not authorize said Cuthbertson to convey the land 
said to be embraced in the Lacy grant. 

9. That the deed from D. Cuthbertson, the alleged attorney and agent 

of said Stephen and Thomas Lacy, passes no title to the land therein 
attempted to be conveyed, the conveyance being in the name of ca 
_ bertson, and not in that of the said Lacy. 
3. That if said deed by Cuthbertson, attorney, passes any title at all, 
at most it is only a life estate, which hae ceased, the said Gachberteon. 
Stephen and Thomas Lacy, and Stegall being all dead when this suit 
was brought.” 

There was a verdict and judgment for the plaintiffs, and the defendant 
appealed to this Court. 


P. D, Watker for plaintiffs. 
&. C. Smath for defendant. 


an J., after stating the facts: It is the settled law of this 
State, that an agent, or attorney in fact, cannot execute a deed of con- 
veyance of land, binding upon his principal, unless he be authorized 
‘thereunto by a power of attorney, under seal. The ancient rule of law, 
in this respect, has not been modified or trenched upon by this Court, 
and 1 we are not at liberty or inclined to do so now. If the hurry and 
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convenience of business transactions, in the present state of 
society, require easier and less solemn methods of conveyance of (545) 
land than formerly, it is the province of the Legislature, and not 

_ that of courts, to modify and change settled rules of law to that end. 

In Davenport v. Sleight, 2 Dev. & Bat., 381, the late Chief Justice 
Ruffin said: “The ancient rule is certain, that authority to make a deed 
cannot be verbally conferred, but must be created by an instrument of 
equal dignity. It is owned, that there are modern cases, in which it 
seems to have been relaxed with respect to bonds. This began with the 
ease of Texia v. Evans, 1 Anst., 299, note, on which all the subsequent 
eases profess to be founded. The Court is not satisfied with reasons 
assigned for those opinions, but entertains a strong impression that they 
lead to dangerous consequences.” 

Likewise, in Graham v. Holt, 3 Ired., 300, Daniel, J., said: “The 
notion, with us, has always been what we learned from Co. Lit., 52(a), 
and the Touchstone, 57, that he who executes a deed, as agent for 
another, be it for money or other property, must be armed with author- 
ity under seal.” | 

The rule, as thus stated, is recognized in many cases, and must be 
treated as settled, and of governing authority. Blacknall v. Parish, 
6 Jones Eq., 70; Bland v. O’ Hagan, 64 N. C., ath ; Humphreys v. Finch, 
97 N. C., 308. 

The power of attorney in question, dnd relied upon by the appellees, 
was not sealed at all. It seems that the makers of it intended that it 
should be, but they failed to seal it, and thus it was left incomplete. ‘A 
seal was an essential requisite to the completeness of the instrument, and 
its efficacy to authorize the attorney to execute a deed. Nothing appears 
to supply it—nothing in or about, or affixed to, the instrument, or the 
signatures thereto of the makers, that can be sriverpreted to represent a 
seal. We have no authority to complete an imperfect instrument, by 
supplying omitted requisites. To do so, would be, not to construe, 
but to make it effectual—that is the province af the parties, not ( 546) 
of courts. 

But if the power of re were samc the deed in question was 
not executed in pursuance of and in the proper exercise of the power. 
It everywhere in the body of it purported in terms to be that of “D. 
Cuthbertson. ........ Attorney of Stephen Lacy,” ete., he—not his princi- 
pal—purported to convey the title, and, as a consequence, no title passed, 
for he had none to convey.. The deed should, by its effective terms of 
conveyance, be and purport to be that of the principal, executed by his 
attorney, and to convey the estate of the principal. It is not sufficient 
that the attorney intended to convey his principal’s estate, he must have 


427 


‘IN THE SUPREME COURT. | [99° 
CADELL v. ALLEN. 


done so, by apt words, however informally expressed, to effectuate that 
purpose. The distinct purpose of the principal to convey, and the neces- 
sary form and operative words to convey, his. estate, must appear in the 
body of the deed in all essential connections. His name should be signed, 
and purport to be signed, and his seal affixed by the attorney, but the 
signing will be sufficient, if it be by the attorney for the principal. In 
Olwer v. Dix, 1 Dev. & Bat. Eq., 159, the deed in question, very much 
like the one before us, ran throughout in the name of “Thomas Dix, © 
attorney in fact for James Dix,” and was signed and sealed in the same 
way. Chief Justice Ruffin, delivering the opinion of the Court, said: 
“Tt is clear, that the deed offered to the plaintiff is altogether insufficient. 
No doubt the defendant intended to comply with the contract, and both 
he and the plaintiff thought he was doing so. But the deed does not 
purport to be the deed of James Dix, the owner, but of Thomas, as the 
attorney; allusion is not had to the method of signing only. It may not 
be material whether it be signed J. D. by T. D., or T. D., for J. D. But 
the instrument must profess, in its terms, to be the act of the principal.” 
To the same effect are Scott v. McAlpin, Term Rep., 587 (155); 
(547 ) Locke v. Alexander, 1 Hawks, 412; Redmond v. Coffin, 2 Dev. 
Eq., 437; Duval v. Craug, 2 Wheaton, 45, and note on page 56; 
3 Appleton v. Brinks, 5 Kast., 148. 

So that the power of attorney and the deed were both nsatheent aiid 
the court should have rejected them when objected to in the course of 
the trial, and failing in this, it should have given the peu instructions 
asked for i in such respect to the j jury. 7 

It was suggested that the court. could see upon the tate of them the 
purpose of the power of attorney, and the deed, to convey the title of 
the principal, and they should. receive such interpretation as will effectu- 
ate the purpose. Courts will interpret pertinent words and phraseology 
in deeds, and like instruments, in such way as to effectuate the intention 
of the makers thereof, appearing from the whole instrument, when this 
can, reasonably be done; but there must be proper, pertinent and neces- 
sary words and pirascolony 4 in them, to interpret; the court cannot sup- 
ply and interpolate these; that would be to make them, and this is. not 
the. province of the court, but only that of the parties to them. The 
court can only construe what appears, however informally ; it cannot 
supply the substance, or change or modify that appearing, although it 
may be satisfied that the parties to the instrument. failed to make it 
what. they. intended; they are bound by what they have, in effect, ae 
the rules of law, dena whatever may have been the intention. 

It was further suggested, that. inasmuch as the court can, in the same 
action, try, hear and determine both legal and equitable causes of action, 
: . 7 428. 
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in appropriate cases, it seeing the intention of the parties, as to the 
power of attorney and the deed before us, could, and ought, to require 
them to be reformed, and the plain mistake corrected. It may be, that, 
in appropriate cases, this could and ought to be done. But here the 
action and the cause of action are simply at law. No equitable cause of 
action is alleged, nor is such relief demanded. When equitable 
rights are to be litigated, and relief sought, there must be proper (548) 
allegations and pleadings to such end, and all parties, to be 
affected by the relief demanded, must be made parties to the action. It— 
may be, that those interested saversely: to the plaintiff, will not consent 
to the making of the desired corrections; and they are entitled to have 
their day in court, and to contest the claim of the plaintiff, in the ordi- : 
nary course of procedure. 

It is a mistaken notion, that to some extent prevails, that under the 
present method of civil procedure, the courts can try, hear and determine 
civil actions and causes of action anyhow, and in any way, however 
summary. It has character and integrity—it has purpose, principles 
- and forms, that are necessary in the safe and orderly administration of 
public justice, that must be observed, and that the courts must uphold 
and enforce. 

There is error. The defendants are entitled to a new trial, and we so 
adjudge. To that end let this opinion be certified to the. Superior Court. 
It is so ordered. 

Error. Venire de novo. 


Cited: Bank v. McElwee, 104 N. C., 308; Rollins v. Ebbs, 137 N. C., 
859; S.c., 188 N. C., 149; Bank v. Wimbish, 192 N. C., 555; ee v. 
Downe 193 N.C., 396: Pak v. Hotel Co., 197 N.C, 119. 


R. McCASKILL v. D. McCORMAC. 
Tenant by the Curtesy-—H is Interest liable to Execution. | 


The interest of a tenant by the curtesy consummate, in land of which-his wife 
died seized, is liable to sale under execution. 


~ Action OF EJECTMENT, tried before Clark, 5, at May Term, 1887, of ; 
the Superior Court of Rosrson County. 

The plaintiff offered in evidence a judgment in favor of R. McCaskill, 
executor of Maleolm Powell, against the defendant, an execution issued 
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on such judgment, a levy on the lands described in the complaint, 
(549) sale of the same by the sheriff, and sheriff’s deed (deeds) convey- 

ing said lands to plaintiff, as purchaser at said sale, and dated 
1 June, 1885—one conveying all the lands of the said defendant, outside 
of his homestead, and the other conveying homestead of the defendant. 
The plaintiff also offered in evidence the allotment of homestead under 
sald execution. | | 

It was also in evidence, that the debt upon which said judgment was 
obtained, was contracted prior to 1858; . . . that the land and 
interest sold under said execution was the interest of, and estate of, the 
defendant, Dugald McCormac, in the same. 

There was evidence tending to show that the land set out in ai com- 
plaint was devised in fee to ........ McCormac, wife of the defendant, 
Dugald McCormac, about 1862, and was the residence land (maiden 
land) of said wife. The said Dugald McCormac and wife, ........ McCor- 

mac, intermarried in 1859, and had issue born of this marriage; 
that the said ........ McCormac, wife of said Dugald McCormac, ae in 
November, 1878, leaving children now living, and under twenty-one 
years of age. | 

“There was also evidence midings to show that ie defendant was in 
possession of the land described in the complaint. | 

“The defendant requested his Honor to charge that the defendant had 
only a title as tenant by curtesy in said land, that the same was not liable 
to sale under execution, and that the plaintiff could not recover; which 
instruction his Honor refused.to give, and instructed the jury, that if 
they believed the evidence, they should find for the plaintiff.” 

There was a verdict a judgment for the plaintiff, and appeal by the 
defendant. 


T. A. McNeill es plaintiff. 
W.F. French for defendant. 


(550) . Davis, J., after stating the facts as above: The single, and only 
question before us, is as to whether his Honor was correct in 
refusing to give the charge asked for by the defendant. 

It is insisted for the defendant, that under the act of 1848 (Code, sec. 
1840), the sale made by the sheriff, under which the plaintiff purchased, 
was void. Under the provisions of that act, no real estate belonging to a 
married woman “shall be subject to be sold or leased by the husband, for 
the term of his own life, or any less term of years, except by and with 
the consent of the wife, first had and obtained, to be ascertained and 
effectuated by deed and privy examination, according to the rules re- 
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quired by law for the sale of lands belonging to femes ee And no 


interest of the husband whatever in such real estate shall be subject to 
sale to satisfy any execution obtained against him, and every such sale 
is hereby declared null and void.” 

The only authority cited by the learned counsel for the ene to 


sustain the construction contended for by him, is Jones v. Carter, 73. 


N. C., 148. Whether -or not the effect of the act of 1848-49, “is to 
deprive the husband of his right to acquire an estate for life as tenant 
by the curtesy inétiate,’ which is all that was involved in the case of 
Jones v. Carter, it has never been claimed or held, that the act deprived 
him of his right to the estate for life, inthe lands of the wife after her 
death, as tenant by the curtesy consimmate. 

It is well settled to the contrary. The act (Acts 1848-49, ‘li 41) is 
entitled: “An act making better and more suitable provisions for femes 
covert,” and the clear and manifest purpose of it was to protect and pre- 
serve the rights of the wife during her life, and prevent any disposition 
of her lands, by reason of the husband’s rights as tenant by the curtesy 
initiate, without her assent, evidenced by her privy examination. 

We understand it to be conceded that this is so as to the first (551) 
sentence in the act, which relates to the sale or lease by the hus- 
band, because the privy examination of the wife can only be had during 
her life, but it is insisted that it does not apply to the following sentence, 


which prohibits the sale under execution.. Aside from the language of 


the sentence, “no interest of the husband whatever in such. real estate’— 
clearly meaning such interest only as is embraced in the first sentence— 


@ 


the “reason of the thing” is against the construction insisted upon by the 


defendant. | 

But we think it 1s settled, by abundant authority, that the purpose of 
the act was to protect the wife, leaving the right of the husband, and of 
course his liabilities, unimpaired and unrestricted after her death. This 
construction is too well settled to be disturbed now. Houston v. Brown, 
7 Jones, 161; Long v. Graeber, 64 N. C., 431; Teague v. Downs, 69 
N. C., 280; Welson v. Arentz, 70 N. C., 670; 8. >: Mills, 91 N. C., 581; 
Morris v. Morvis: 94 N. C., 613, and the cases cited. 

There is no error. Affirmed. 


Cited: a v. Wiggins, 109 N. C.; 509; Jones v. Coffey, tbid., 
518. 
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(552) | - : | 
H. G. SPRINGS v. JOHN T. SCHENCK AND GRAY TOOLE. 


Submitting to Nonsuit—Landlord and Tenant—Writ. of Possession— 
| Eyectment. 


1. When a judge, at the close of the testimony, intimates that in no reasonable 
view of the evidence can the plaintiff recover, in deference to which the 
plaintiff submits to a nonsuit, and appeals, the evidence must be accepted 
as true in this Court, and taken in the most favorable light for the ap- 
pellant, because the jury might have taken that view of it. 


2, A tenant cannot be heard to deny the title of his landlord, nor can he rid 
himself of this relation, without a complete surrender of the possession of 
the land. 


3. To allow a tenant to agree, and profess to hold possession under one, and 
at the same time to hold covertly for himself, or for another’s advantage, 
would be to encourage and. uphold a gross fraud, which the law will 
neyer do. 


4, Where 8S. was tenant of the plaintift and during such tenancy T. took a 
deed for the locus in quo from a third party, for the benefit of himself 
and 8., and entered into possession with S., but no notice was given to 

_ plaintiff of any claim of title by either S. or T.; and the deed under which 
_§. and T. claim title was not recorded until fourteen years after its date, 

and not until after plaintiff had brought an action to recover the land: 
Held, that, the above facts appearing in evidence, the jury would be war- 
ranted, in ‘the absence of any satisfactory explanation of such conduct, in 
finding that there was collusion, and a fraudulent purpose on the part of 
S. and T. to ripen a title to the land in T., to the prejudice of plaintiff. 


When a tenant, sued for possession, denies his tenancy, the landlord is not 
required to prove a demand for possession, or that the term. has expired. 


6. An adverse claimant, who gets into possession by collusion with the tenant 
of another, becomes identified with the tenant,-shares and stands in his 
place, and cannot resist the landlord’s title in any case in which the tenant 
would be estopped to do so. His possession is fraudulent—he takes under 
the tenant—and he may be evicted just as the faithless tenant may be. 


7. If one enters upon land by the permission, sufferance, or consent of the 
tenant of another, he is at once charged, by the law, with the allegiance 
due from the tenant to his lessor. 

8. The fact that one having title ig in joint possession with the tenant of the 
plaintiff, will not prevent plaintiff from ‘having judgment against his 
tenant, although plaintiff would be at his peril in ejecting the real owner 
of the title under a writ of possession, issued on such judgment. 

9. A writ of possession does not warrant a plaintiff in dispossessing one who 
is rightfully in possession. 

10. Under the present practice, a writ of possession may be stayed or enjoined, 
upon a proper application, by one rightfully in possession, although not 
a party to the action in which the writ is issued. 


(Davis v. Higgins, 87 N. C., 298, distinguished.) 
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Civit action, tried before MacRae, J., andes a jury, at Fall ee) 
Term, 1887, of Mrcxiensure Superior Court. 

The following j ig a copy of the material part of the case settled on 
appeal: 

The plaintiff brought his action to recover the land described in the 
complaint, and, in order to establish his title and right of possession, he 
introduced a deed made in 1868, by one Phelps to S. & F. Rothchild, and 
then a deed made in 1883, by S. & F. Rothchild, to himself. He intro- 
_ duced witnesses, who testified that each of these deeds covers the land in 
dispute. | 

He then introduced other witnesses, whose se oigs tended to show, 
that the defendant Schenck had leased the land in dispute, from an 
agent of Phelps’, prior to the date of Phelps’ deed to Rothchild, and, 
between that date and 1883, had rented the land from the agents of the 
Rothchilds, and that after the Rothchilds had made the deed to plaintiff, 
the defendant Schenck had attorned to the plaintiff, agreeing to pay to 
him the rent for the land. All of the evidence introduced by the plain- 
tiff, except the deeds above mentioned, and that which related to the 
annual value of the land, was directed to establishing such conduct on ‘ 
the part of the defendant Schenck, as would estop him from denying the 
title of the plaintiff, which he had acquired by the deed from 8. & FB. 
Rothchild. 

‘It was then admitted that the defendant Toole was in the possession of 
the land in dispute, and plaintiff rested his case. _ 

The defendants introduced a deed from R. F. Davidson to Gray Toole, 
dated 7 October, 1869, covering the land in dispute. This deed was duly 
proven upon the acknowledgment of the grantor, in April, 1884, and 
was then duly registered. 

The defendant Schenck then introduced a deed fea R. F. Davidson 
to himself, for an undivided half of the land, dated 7 October, 

1869, and registered in April, 1883, and then denied that he had (554) 
ever leased the land in dispute, or any part thereof, from Phelps, 

or the Rothchilds, or the Paes or from the agents of any of these 
parties. . 

He further testified, that he and Toole bought the isnd in dispute in 
1869, from R. F. Davidson: and that then Davidson executed the deed to 
Toole, which had been introduced in evidence, and thereupon he and 
Toole had taken possession of the land, and had held it ever since that 
time; that the deed was made by Davidson to Toole alone, at his 
: (Schenck’s) suggestion, though a part. of the purchase money was paid 
by him, and afterwards, he and Toole, having had some disagreement, 
Davidson, at his request, and in the presence of Toole, and with his 
assent, had executed a deed to him for one undivided half of the land, 
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which deed had also been introduced in evidence; that this deed was 
dated 7 October, 1869, because that was the day of the purchase of the 
land by him nd Toole : that the deed to Toole was made for them both, 
and he had paid half of the purchase money to Davidson. 

Upon the close of the testimony, the presiding judge intimated an 
opinion, that, it having been admitted that the defendant Toole was in 
possession of the land when the suit was brought, the plaintiff was not 
entitled to recover upon.the evidence against him, and, if not against 
him, then not against his codefendant Schenck. The plaintiff, in defer- 
ence to this opinion, submitted to a nonsuit, and abies to the eapeue 
Court. | 


C. N. Tillett for plaanteff. 
P. D. Walker for defendants. 


Merrion, J., after stating the facts: As the court, in effect, inti- 
mated on the trial, that in no reasonable view of the evidence produced, 
_ could the appellant recover, it must, for the present purpose, be 
(555) accepted as true, and taken in the most favorable light for him, 
because the jury might have taken that view of it, if it had been 
submitted to them. Abernathy v. Stowe, 92 N. C., ate) ‘Gibbs v. Lyon, 
95 N. C., 146. | 
Then, ‘accepting the evidence Pi the appellant as true, the appellee 
Schenck was, at the time this action was brought, and, for several years | 
next before that time, had been, the tenant of the appellant of the land 
in question; and for many years next before he.so became such tenant, 
he had been the like tenant of those persons from and through whom 
_ the appellant claimed to derive title; indeed, the last mentioned tenancy 
antedated in its beginning the deeds under which the appellees claim 
title. If this be true, and there was evidence from which the jury 
might have so found by their verdict—very clearly Schenck could not 
be heard to deny the title of his landlord; nor could he rid himself of his 
relation as tenant to the appellant, without a complete surrender.to him 
of the possession of the land. To allow him to agree and profess to hold 
possession under the landlord, and at the same time hold covertly for 
himself, or for another’s advantage, would be to encourage and uphold a 
gross frand, which the law will never do; on the contrary, the rules of 
law, founded ; in good faith and sound public policy, render such a thing 
impossible. Davis v. Davis, 83 N. C., 71; Farmer v. Pickens, ibid., 549; 
Abbott v. Cromartie, 72 N. C., 292; Pies v. Turner, 94 N. C., 47. : 
It was not necessary that the appellant should prove that the lease to 
Schenck was over, or that he made demand upon him for the possession 
because the latter denied that he was such tenant, and thus put himself 
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broadly in hostility to the right of the landlord. Vincent v. Corbin, 85 
N. C., 108; Waddell v. Swann, 91 N. C., 108. 

If it be ‘granted that Toole was in possession of the land, with his 
codefendant, at the time this action was brought, and that ie had title 
thereto, this fact alone could not prevent the appellant from hav- 
ing judgment against his tenant Schenck, because he had a suffi- (556) 
cient cause of action against his tenant, and was entitled to his 
remedy as against him. But if the appellant had thus obtained judg- 
ment against Schenck, and had taken out his writ of possession, he 
would, at his peril, finding Toole in possession of the land, have turned 
him out. The exigency of the writ would not warrant the appellant in 
turning out*of possession one who was in, and had a right to be in, pos- 
session. In a possible case, upon proper application, the court might, 
under the present method of Civil Procedure, stay the writ of possession 
_as to a person rightfully in possession, and not a party to the action, or 
the latter might have his remedy by action and injunction. Judge v. 
Houston, 12 Ired., 108; McKay v. Glover, T Jones, 41; Cowles v. Fer- 
guson, 90 N.C.,, 308, This is not at all in conflict with what is decided 
in Davis v. Higgins, 87 N. C., 298. That case has reference to the 
matter in litigation in that action between the parties thereto, and not to 
persons who are not parties, who may be in possession of the land, claim- 
ing under a valid title. 

What we have thus said rests, to some extent, upon the supposition 
that the appellant properly suffered a judgment of nonsuit as to the 
appellee Toole. We are of opinion, however, that there was some evi- 
dence before the jury, that they might have considered, tending to prove 
and from which they might have inferred collusion and a fraudulent 
purpose on the part of the appellees, inconsistent with the duty and obli- 
gations of the appellee Schenck to his landlord, the appellant. The 
former was tenant of the land, taking the strongest view of the evidence 
for the appellant, continuously from 1868—first under Phelps, then 
Rothchilds, then the appellant—until after 1883. The jury might not 
unreasonably have inferred, from all the evidence, that Toole saw 
Schenck in possession of the land and knew that he was such tenant; 
he was, at least, put on inquiry in this respect. Nevertheless, he 
and Schenck, on 7 October, 1869, pending the tenancy, took a (557) 
deed purporting to convey the land from R. F. Davidson to 
Toole, which was not registered until April of 1884, after this action 
began, in February of the same year. So far as appears, the appellant: 
never heard of this deed until it was registered, nor does it appear that 
there was anything said or done by the appellees, or either of them, at 
any time, that put him on notice, that they, or either of them, claimed 
title to the land, or were holding possession thereof adversely to him. 
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It does not appear, that Davidson had any title to the land—his deed to 


Toole seems only to have served the purpose of color of title. During all _ 


the time mentioned, Schenck was the tenant of the appellant. The evi- 
dence, thus appearing and unexplained, might have led the jury to infer 
a collusive and fraudulent purpose, on the part of the appellees, to ripen 
and perfect a title to the land in Toole, by his color of title and his con- 
tinuous possession under it—not clear and free from doubt as to its 
character—for more than seven years, and thus defeat and destroy the 
good title of the appellant, if he had one. The evidence, unexplained, 
does not place the appellees in a favorable light, and it imphes more 
than mere suspicion against them. Why did they not openly claim and 
assert their rights under the deed from Davidson? Why did they keep 
it secret, while they were in possession of the land, Schenck being tenant, 
in fact and law, of the appellant? Why did they, pending the tenancy, 
forbear for fourteen years to register this deed, and thus fail to give | 
even constructive notice of their claim? Why did Davidson first make 
the deed to Toole for the whole land, and afterwards a second deed to 
Schenck for one-half of it? The evidence, unexplained, suggests these 
and like questions, that it is not easy to answer, consistently with fair 
dealing, on the part of the appellees towards the appellant; and, in our 

judgment, it was such as from it the jury might not unreasonably 
(558) have found collusion and a fraudulent purpose, such as that 

suggested. 

An adverse claimant of the land cannot thus surreptitiously, and 
collusively with the tenant, get possession of, and hold the land, to the 
prejudice of the title of the landlord. He hes, in such case, no just 
possession—has only such as is fraudulent—he takes under the tenant— 
is in possession by virtue of the latter’s possession, subject to all the 
rights of the landlord, and he may be evicted, just as the faithless tenant 
may be; indeed, without reference to the tenant. When he gets posses- 
sion, by collusive concert with the tenant, he at once becomes identified 
with him—shares and stands in his place, and he cannot resist the land- 
lord’s title, where the tenant cannot do so. | 

And so, also, if one enters upon the land by sufferance, permission or 
' consent of the tenant of another, he will, himself, at once be charged, by 
the law, with that relation to the eae and he will not be allowed to 
act and assume relations in hostility to the title under which he went 
into possession. As he goes into possession with and under the tenant, 
he is bound by the allegiance the lessee owes the lessor, and he cannot 
- throw it off at his will and pleasure. The rules of law that thus establish, . 
secure and govern the relations between landlord and tenant, and those 
who get possession of the land directly under the tenant, are founded 
in justice, fair dealing and sound public policy. Callender v. Sherman, 
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5 Ired., 711; Kluge v. Lachenour, 12 Ired., 180; Melvin v. Waddell, 75 
N. C., 861; Pate v. Turner, 94 N. C., 47; Jackson v. Houser, 7 Cowen, 
323; Stewart v. Roderick, 4 Watts & Lerg., 188; Dikeman v. Parish, 
6 Pa St., 210; Tay. on L. & L., sec. 705. | 

So that, whether the appellee Toole got possession of the ina by 
collusion with, or by permission of, the appellee Schenck, the appellant 
might have recovered as against him, And as there was evidence from 
which the j jury might have found, not unreasonably, that he did 
get possession in the one way or the other, the court should have (559) 
submitted the issues to the jury, with appropriate instructions. 

There is error. The judgment of nonsuit must be reversed, and the 
case tried according to law. To that end, let this opinion be certified to 
the Superior Court. 3 7 

It is so ordered. : | 

Error. | 7 | | - _ Reversed. 


Crted: Bonde, Smith, 106 N. C., 563; S. v. Howell, 107 N. C., 839; 
Asbury v. Fawr, 111 N. C., 258; Ferguson v. Wright, 115 N. C., 570; 
Waterworks Co. v. Tillinghast, 119 N. C., 347; Collins v. Swanson, 121 
N. C., 69; Cable v. R. R., 122 N. C., 895; Thomas v. Shooting Club, 
123 N. C., 288; Cox v. BR. B., tbid., 607; Printing Co. v. Raleigh, 
126 N. C., 521; Hendon v. R. R., 127 N. C., 113; Pool v. Lamb, 128 
N.C., 2; Coley v. R. R., 129-N. C., 418; Smith v. R. R., 180 N. C., 310; 
Bessent v. R. R., 182 N. C., 986; Craft v. R. R., 136 N. C., 51; Kearns v. 
R. &., 189 N. C., 482; Campbell v. Everhart, ibid., 515; Millhiser v 
Leatherwood, 140 N. C., 235; Sipe v. Herman, 161 N. C., 111; Nance 
v. Rourk, tbid., 649; LeRoy v. Steamboat Co., 165 N. C., 118; Brock v. 
Wells, ibid., 172; Lawrence v. Eller, 169 N. C., 218; Timber Co. v. Yar-— 
brough, 179 N. C., 340; Freeman v. Ramsey, 189 N. C., 796. 


ANN C. LBAK, Hekcurac or J. W. LEAK, v. E. P. COVINGTON Anp ALEX. 
A, COVINGTON, BExecutrors or W. L. COVINGTON Et AL. 


. Record Buidence—Finding of facts by J ied nsolvency; General 
reputation of—Statute of Limitations—Judge’s Charge; Exceptions 
to—Assignment of Error—Action against Cosurety—Parties; Ob- 
_ gection for want of. 


1. The record in a suit upon an administration bond against a surety and the 
personal representatives of another surety in which a -nol. pros. was 
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entered as to them, and judgment rendered against their intestate’s co- 


surety, is evidence and prima facie proof, in a suit by him, for contribu- 
tion, against said personal representatives, as to the damages. 


2. The finding by a judge below of the facts of the loss of a record, upon . 
which secondary evidence of its contents is offered, is conclusive,;and not 
subject of review in the Supreme Court. 


3. A surety seeking contribution from a cosurety can offer evidence of the 
general reputation for insolvency of their principal, even after direct evi- 
dence of such insolvency, such as unsatisfied executions against him, etc. 


4, The statute of limitations begins to run against a surety payne a debt only 
from the time. of payment. | 


5, Under the practice in this State, where the record shows a motion for a 
new trial for certain alleged errors, only such errors will be considered in 
the Supreme Court, all other exceptions taken at the trial being treated 
as abandoned. 


6. Where the judge’s charge involves a series of distinct propositions, the 
errors alleged must be distinctly pointed out, or they will not be noticed. 


7. The credit to be given to evidence is a question exclusively in the province 
of a jury. 

8. It is not proper for a judge to give an instruction upon a speculative propo- 
sition not bearing on any of the issues in the case. 


9, The statute giving an action to a surety who has paid the debt against a co- 
surety, when the principal shall be insolvent or out of the State, has 
reference to the time when action is brought, and not to the time of pay- 
ment by the surety. 


10. When the relations of one not a party to an action, who, it is claimed, 
' ghould have been made a party, appear in the complaint, the defendant 
has his remedy by demurrer; and if they do not so appear, he should set _ 

out the facts, and insist on the objection in his answer. 


(560) Cryin ACTION, tried before Clark, J., at J une Term, 1887, of the 
Superior Court of RicoMonp County. 
The facts sufficiently appear in the opinion. - 


P. D, Walker for plainteff. 
John D. Shaw for defendants. 


Smrru, C. J. Edwin P. Covington, guardian of the infant children 
of John P. Covington, in an action upon the administration bond exe- 
uted by James A. Covington, on his appointment as administrator of 
the intestate, John P., against him, as principal, and the two sureties 
thereto, John W. Leak and William L. Covington, the other surety, 
Bethune B. McKenzie, being insolvent, recovered judgment in the sum 
of $5,453.69 canes at Fall Term, 1876, of the Superior Court of 
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Richmond County. The plaintiff, Ann O. Leak, appointed in the will 
of the said John W. his executrix, and, upon his death, pending the 
action, made a defendant in his stead, out of the testator’s assets satisfied 
the judgment, having, on 3 February, 1887, paid thereon $3,797.58, and 
on 5 April, following, $1,899.39 in full of the debt and interest and the 
further sum of $371.06 for costs incurred in the action. 

The form of the judgment was afterwards so amended as to (561) — 
make it for the penalty of the bond, dischargeable on payment of 

_ the damages assessed, and the right, to do this was affirmed on an appeal 

to this Court. Wall v. Covington, 83 N. C., 144. 

-. The present action was instituted by the plaintiff, who has discharged 
the debt recovered upon the bond to which her testator was a surety, 
against the executors of William L, Covington, a cosurety, and the other 
defendants named, to whom, under his will, the bonds whereof he died 
seized and possessed have come, to the end that they be applied to his 
debts, and especially to reimburse to the plaintiff one moiety of the sum 
she has been compelled to pay. This brief statement will suffice to a 
proper understanding of the exceptions taken aerue the course of the 
trial of the issues before the jury. 

These issues, five in number, are, with i responses to each, as fol- 
lows: | 
1. Is the estate of B. B. McKenzie insolvent? Answer: Yes. 

2. Is James A. Covington insolvent? Answer: Yes. | 

3. Are the defendants executors of William L., as such executors, in- 
debted to plaintiff on account of the payment made by her, as set forth 
in the complaint, and if so, in what amount? Answer: ‘Yes, $3,034, with 
interest from 5 April, 1887. | 

4, Did the defendants executors of W. L. Govan. or either of them, 
have notice of the payment mentioned in the complaint? Answer: Yes. 

5. Is the plaintiff’s. action barred by the statute of limitations ! 
Answer: No. 

The plaintiff offered in evidence the record of the action of H. C. 
Wall and T. ©. Leak, executors of Mial Wall, against James A. 
Covington and the Serre to his adanaeerntion bond, executed (562) 
when letters on the estate of his intestate, John P. Covington, 
issued to him, to which objection was made, on the ground that the 
executors of the said William L. Covington, though originally in the 
action, ceased to be parties upon the entering of the nol. pros. as to 
them. 

The objection was overruled, and the transcript received as evidence. 

As we understand the objection, it is, that as-to them the judgment 
is not only not binding, but cuindmiss ble: to fix any liability upon the 
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estate of their testator to the plaintiff, and still less in determining the 
amount. It is not pretended that the recovery was not resisted fully and 
in good faith, nor is any collusion between the opposing parties sug- 
gested. We must therefore consider the recovery as rightful and proper. 
Under such circumstances, cannot the surety, upon proof of what he has 
been compelled to pay under an adjudication he could not successfully 
resist, make his cosurety share in the loss, and that without being re- 
quired to again go over the account, and to establish the claim which 
the common creditor had against both, and successfully asserted against 
one? We concur in the ruling, that the record is evidence of the extent 
of the damage, and prima facie proof of it. 

In Armistead v. Harramond, 4 Hawks, 339, H. ail, J., delivering the 
opinion of the Court, declares that a judgment recovered against an ad-- 
ministrator, in an action upon a Judgment rendered the intestate in his 
lifetime, is, as to the former and his sureties, evidence of a debt due by 
the deceased, but not of the possession of assets with which to meet it. 

The same principle is announced by Batile, J., in Strickland v. 
Murphy, 7. Jones, 242, and by Rodman, J., in Lewis v. Fort, 75 N. C., 
251, in which he uses this language: “In our opinion, independently of 

the circumstance that the principal had notice of the present. 
( 563) action against his sureties, and either did defend it, or might | 

have defended it, the record of a payment against the sureties 
would be evidence that they were compelled to pay on the note recovered 
om, and of the amount they were compelled to pay,” aug 1st Green- 
leaf Ev., sec. 537. ; 

And so, more explicitly, it is declared in Hare v. Grant, .17 N. C., 
203, that, in the absence of fraud and collusion, where the surety is sued 
with his principal, or alone, and notifies his oriucipal so as to enable 
him to defend, or to furnish him with a defense, the recovery against the 
surety is the measure of his damages against his pemee and the 
record is conclusive evidence. 

The principle must be the same between the sureties, aa foi the like 
reason, more especially in view of the statute which, when the principal 
is insolvent or out of the State, allows a surety, who had paid the debt, 
to recover contribution from a cosurety of the latter, a ratable part. The 
Code, sec. 2094. All the elements entering into and constituting civil 
responsibility are found in the facts of this case. The executors were 
for a time in the action, and were cognizant of its aims, and they retired 
from it, not for anything done by the present plaintiff, but solely because 
" the money could more readily be made out of a solvent estate, without 

the delay of an inquiry into the condition of the surety oe by 
the executors, and the resources in their hands. | 
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II. The plaintiff proposed to show, by the oath of the clerk and of one 
of her attorneys, that, after diligent search in the office, the papers relat- 
ing to the amendment made in the form of the judgment, the papers 
showing it to have been done, could not be found, and that the docket 
only contained this memorandum at Fall Term, 187 9: “Motion to amend 
judgment granted,” with the view of letting in secondary evidence of the 
action of the court. 

This being deemed sufficient proof of the loss, she was allowed (564) 
to introduce-a certified copy of the record of the Supreme Court, 
to which a transcript had been sent. on the appeal from the Superior 
Court. The defendant objected to the introduction of secondary evi- 
dence, for that, the loss of the original, in the motion to amend, had not 
been sufficiently shown. The objection was overruled, the court finding 
that the loss, after so diligent.a search, had been established. 

It is only necessary to say of this exception, that if there was evidence 
of the loss before the judge, his finding the fact is not the subject of 
review in this Court, but is conclusive of the matter. Thus when the 
question is, whether a confession was voluntarily made, or superinduced 
by fear or hope held out, the finding by the judge is the determination 
of a fact, not examinable on appeal, but the ruling as to what such fear 
or hope is, which shall exclude, is a matter of law, an error in regard to 
which is open to review and correction. S. v. Vann, 82 N. C., 631; 
S. uv. Sanders, 84 N. C., 728; 8. v. Efler, 85 N. C., 585; S. v. Burgwyn, 
87 N. C., 572. 

In like manner, the presiding judge must, himself, determine the fact. 
upon which the competency of a witness to ‘testify depends, upon a pre- — 
| liminary Inquiry, as whether a person is an expert, so as to give an 
Opinion to the jury. S. v. Secrest, 80 N. C., 450; Flynt v. Bodenhamer, 
ibid., 205; or whether the witness was of mixed blood. when, under the 
- former law, he would not be competent to give evidence against a white 
person. S.v. Norton, 1 Winst., 303; or the search for a lost paper, was — 
sufficient to admit proof of its contents. Kidder v. McIlhenny, 81 N. C., 
123; Jones v. Call, 93 N. C., 170; Steth v. Lockabill, 68 N. C., 227. 

The plaintiff was then, after objection, which was not sustained, 
allowed, after offering direct evidence of the insolvency of James A. 
Covington, by producing judgments and unsatisfied executions issued 
and returned, to prove the general repute of his insolvency, and that of 
' D. Bz Maleurie: where they were known, for some years before the 
bringing of this suit. 

There 1s no error in admitting the testimony as to insolvency, (565) 
which,.in the words of Henderson, J., in 8. v. Cochran, 2 Dev., 

63, ee in his opinion, “the best, and almost the only, proof by which 
such facts can be established.” They exist, he continues, “in reputation, 
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for although proof may be had that a person had much property in pos- 
session, yet, when the question arises, collaterally, recourse must be had 
to common reputation as to his being the owner, and not to the title 
deeds, and especially, whether he is a moneyed man.” . . . “Besides, 
it is of such a character that it is almost impossible for it to become 
reputation, unless the fact be so.” Smith v. N. C. BR. RB. Co., 68 
N. C., 107. 

4, In further proof of the inability to make the money out of the 
principal debtor, James A. Covington, it was shown, upon oral testi- 
mony from H. C. Wall, that his exemptions were laid off not long after 
obtaining the judgment, and the excess, a mule and fifty acres of land, 
sold and bought by witness; that subsequently, in 1878, the land allotted 
-as a homestead was also sold under execution, and purchased by a son: 
of the debtor, bearing the same name, and paid for with money ($350) — 
loaned him by the witness. 

After diligent search in the office of the clerk, by che present clerk, 
who had been sheriff, and made the sale, assisted by J..W. Cole, no 
record or papers relating to the allotment of the exemptions could be 
found. There was, however, shown an entry on the judgment docket, 
showing that execution had issued on a judgment in favor of H. C. Wall 
against the debtor, returnable to Spring Term, 1886. — 

The witness ‘Long, acting as sheriff at the time, testified to the fact 
that an execution did come into his hands as described in the entry, 
under which, after an assignment of property exempt, he sold the excess. 

| Witnesses were also introduced and permitted, after objection, 
(566) from defendants, overruled, to testify to the facts, and that there 
was such a setting apart of exempt property in the manner pre- 
scribed by law. The error assigned is, that the proceeding is required 
to be in writing and filed in the clerk’s office, and no sufficient proof had — 
been given of its loss. 

What has already been said upon this point disposes of the exception 
without further remark. 

There was also evidence of the sale of the homestead itself, by the 
sheriff, under executions issued at the instance of H. C. Wall and others, 
on judgments recovered by the several parties, and its conveyance to the 
same persons that bought the excess, one of said judgments being upon 
a debt contracted in 1865—and the disposition of what estate was left 
at his death by the cosurety McKenzie. The plaintiff further offered 
the report of the referee, in the present case, to show that the executor 
had some assets. The objection to this latter is based upon the fact, that 
exceptions to the report had not been passed on, and as this is directed — 
not so much to its competency as to its ane? we none further com- 
ment. | 
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The defendants then proposed to sustain their defense under the 
statute of limitations, by proof of advertisement for creditors of the 
estate of E. P. Covington, which was ruled out as immaterial, and to 
which they excepted. 

In this there is no error, for the statute begins to run aeciet a surety 
paying a debt only from the time of his sustaining damage, as has been © 
repeatedly decided. Sherrod v. Woodward, 4 Dev., 360; Reynolds v. 
Magness, 2 Tred., 26; ore v. Carter, 12 Ired., 243 Parham v. Green, 
64 N. C., 436. 

The plaintiffs asks that certain instructions be given to the jury: 

1. If, by the exercise of reasonable diligence, plaintiff could 
not, at ‘the time the cause of action accrued, have collected any (567) 
part of the debt out of J. A. Covington, the jury will Eepoue to 
= second issue, Yes. 

. If the property of said Covington, at the time the cause of action 
lee was insufficient to pay any part of his debt, the jury will 
respond to the second issue, Yes. 

3. If the jury believe, that if the plaintiff paid the amounts. set forth 
in the complaint, on a judgment obtained against her in the action on 
the bond of James A. Covington, as administrator of John P. Coving- 
ton, and that the amounts were paid on or before 5 April, 1877, and — 
further, that James A. Covington is wholly insolvent, then the jury 
will respond to the third issue, “Yes, in the sum of $3,034.” Given. 

4th. That.if plaintiff paid the said amounts on said judgments, then, 
even if plaintiff could have made part of her claim out of him, but not 
all, the plaintiff would be entitled to recover one-half of the amount 
paid (McKenzie’s estate being admitted insolvent), less the amount that 
could be recovered out of James A. Covington, and the plaintiff would 
be entitled to recover one-half of what would remain after deducting 

from the amount of payments, the amount that could have been collected 
from James A. Covington. Given. 

5th. That James A. Covington was, and is, entitled to his homestead 
and personal property exemptions, as against plaintifi’s claim, and under — 
any execution issued on a judgment recovered on said re against 
him. Given. 

6th. That if the jury finds that James A. eae homestead was _ 
_ laid off to him in 1876, prior to the time plaintiff paid the money, and 
the excess was sold under the Wall execution, and all that time there 
was a judgment against James A. Covington, recovered upon a debt con- 

tracted prior to 1868, and that under an execution, issued upon that 
judgment from the Superior Court, the homestead was sold, and 
James A. Covington had no real estate but that so sold, and has (568) © 
3 448 7 
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now no personal or real property over and above that allowed him by 
law, as an exemption, then they will respond to the second issue, “Yes.” 
~ Given. 

(th. That if E. P. Covington was a party to the action on the. a 
ministration bond of James A. Covington, and knew of the judgment 
against the plaintiff before this action was brought, he was put on 
inquiry as to the payment made by this plaintiff, and, in law, is pre- 
sumed to have known that plaintiff had paid the judgment. Given. 

The defendant asked for the following instructions, which were ae 
or refused, as herein set forth: 

1st. That the homestead and personal snopenty exemptions are not — 
good against plaintiffs claim. Not given. 

9d. That if the jury believe James A. Covington had any property at 
the commencement of this action, which could be sold under execution, 
jury will respond to second issue, “No.” Given. 

3d. That if the jury believe James A. Covington has any property now, 
which can be reached by an. execution, jury will respond to second issue, 
“No.” Given. 
4th. That the burden of proof is on the plaintiff, to siay? that James ° 
A. Covington had no property at the commencement. of this action, or 
at this time, which can be reached by execution, he not being a party to 
this action. Given. 

5th. That insolvency in this case means that plaintiff could not, at the 
commencement of this action, and cannot now, find any property of 
James A. Covington, which could be reached by an execution. Given. 

66th. That if the jury believe the evidence, they will respond to the 
second i issue, “No.” Not given. 

Taeteaetious were asked by the plaintiff with reference to the insol- 
vency of B. B. McKenzie’s estate, but the defendants admitting that it 
was insolvent, and consenting that the first issue should be Hneyeres 

afiraatively, the instructions were withdrawn. 
(569) It was contended in argument by the defendants, that J ames A. 
Covington was a necessary party to this action, and that plaintiff 
could not recover without his presence as a party. 

The court was of the opinion, and so held, that the objection of de- 
 fendants, now for the first time made, should have been by demurrer. 

The jury rendered the verdict set forth j in the record. 

In the application by the defendants for a new trial, the errors are 
assigned, in the reception of incompetent evidence, in the instructions 
given at plaintiff’s request, and in refusing such of those asked for de- 
fendants as were not given, which being denied, and Judgment rendered, 
the defendants appealed. 
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Under the rule of practice, we consider only such errors as are set 
out in the record of the motion for a new trial, understanding all others, 
in the form of exceptions, taken during the hearing of the trial, upon a 
more deliberate examination to have been abandoned. Moreover, we do 
not admit an assignment of errors in an entire charge, consisting, as 
here, of a series of distinct propositions, seven in number, but a specific 
pointing out of the alleged errors is required, or they will not be noticed. 
Bost v. Bost, 87 N. C., 477; McDonald v. Carson, 94 N. C., 497; Wil- 
hams v. Johnson, ibid., 633, and other cases. 

None such as are pointed out in the series of instructions of the 
plaintiff, and the general terms in which reference is made to them, as 
a a body, 1 in the application for a new trial, come under the rule. 

Of the defendants’ refused instructions, that numbered 6 relates to 
the credit to be given to the evidence, and this is exelusively the provinee 
of the jury to determine. 

The first of these, involving the. lability of the exempted 
estate, real and personal, to the plaintifi’s debt, seems not to be (570) 
| pertinent to any issue between the parties. That land has also - 
been sold under execution, upon a debt contracted in 1865, and has 
passed beyond the reach of any process to be sued out by this plaintiff. 
If, but for this, it could have been sold in this action, it is no longer so 
liable, and hence the instruction expresses but a speculative proposition. 
The creditor, who sued and recovered of this plaintiff, has forced pay- 
ment from the assets of her testator, and upon every principle she may 
seek contribution from one equally ‘Viable for the debt, and this in an 
action at law. Fell’s Guar. and Surety, 260, 297; Powell v. Matthis, 
4 Ired., 88.0 

The statute gives the action against a cosurety whenever “the prin- 
cipal shall -be insolvent or out of the State”—-That is, when this state of — 
things exist at the time when the action is prosecuted—not when the 
creditor prosecuted his action against the surety, for he could compel 
payment by suing the surety alone, whatever property the principal 
debtor might then have. Code, sec. 2094. 
_ While, then, these exemptions may not peel. against a | surety whose - 
right of action springs out of an implied contract between sureties, as it 
does out of the relation of the principal to each, though the right to-sue 
upon it begins at the time of payment, it can have no bearing in the 
present case, as it is no hindrance to the plaintifi’s action. 

The remaining objection, that James A. Covington is a necessary 
party, if possessing any force, when made in apt time, finds its answer 
in the fact, that his relations to the controversy appearing in the com-— 
_ plaint, the remedy was by demurrer, and, if they did not so appear, by 
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answer, bringing out the facts and caeccae upon the objection. Code, 
sec. 239, par. 4, secs. 241 and 242. 

It must be declared that there is no error, and the. Judgment is 
affirmed. 


No error. Judgment affirmed. 


Cited: Pegram v. Tel. Co., 100 N. C., 37; McKinnon v. Morrison, 
104 N. C., 362; Kornegay v. Steamboat. Co., 107 N. C., 117; Muller v. 
Shoaf, 110 N. C., 322; 8. v. McDuffite, tbid., 887; Blue v. BR. R., WAT 
N. C., 648; Styers v. Alspaugh, 118 N. C., 684; Webb v. Atkinson, 124 
N. C., 454; McAfee v. Gregg, 140 N. C., 449; Miller v. Pitts, 152 
N. O©., 632; Mills v. McDaniel, 155 N. C., 250; Hendricks v. Ireland, 
162 N. C., "BOB ; Shuford v. Cook, 164 N. C. 48; Mesker v. West, 192 
N. C., 931, 


(571) 


W. W. GWATHNRY, ©. G. ELLIOTT anp TEMPLE GWATHNEY, Partners 
| as GWATHNEY & COMPANY, v. A. E. ETHERIDGE anv E. C. 
BROOKS, TRADING AS ETHERIDGE & BROOKES. : 


Agricultural Inens—Chatiel Mortgages—Description af Property 
un Conveyances, etc. 


1. An agreement in writing, whereby a farmer professes to give a lien for 
- gupplies upon the crops to be raised on certain lands described, and upon 
any other land he may cultivate in the county, is effectual as to the crops 

on the land described, but void as to those raised on any other land. 


2. Mortgages or liens under the statute of this State, on crops to be produced, 
are to be upheld only where the land on which they are to be raised is 
identified at the time the lien is created. 


3. It is sufficient to describe the land as @ field or farm in the possession vy. 
the mortgagor or seller, or lands owned or rented by him during the 
- present year—the then posecesion fixing the sia 


Crvin action, tried before Avery, J., at Fall Term, 1887, of the 
Superior Court of Hazirax County. 

It appears that on 28 January, 1884, the plaintiffs commission mer- 
chants agreed to supply to R. W. Carter, A. J. Wood and W. W. Carter, 
from time to time, “supplies” and money during the year 1884, to an 
amount not exceeding $1,000, to be by them expended in the ultigas 
tion of a crop to be produced during that year; and they executed to the 
plaintiffs, on that day, an agreement in writing, creating a lien in their 
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favor, upon the crop so to be cultivated, to secure the payment of the 
“supplies” and money so to be supplied, as allowed by the statute (The 
Code, sec. 17 99). This agreement provided, among other things, in 
respect to such “supplies” and money, that the same were to be used 
and expended in the cultivation of a crop during that year, upon “the 
lands of D. B. Bell, situated in the county of Halifax, adjoining the 
lands of T. J. Ryan and others, and upon any other lands we may 
cultwvate im saad county.” It further provided as follows: “And (572) 
we do hereby give to the said W. W. Gwathney & Co. a lien upon 
all the crops which may be made by us upon. said lands during said 
year.” . . . And for the further securing of said advances to be 
made to us, we do hereby sell and convey to W. W. Gwathney & Co., 
and their assigns, the following described property, to wit: “All our 
interest in the rents or shares of all the crops that may be made on said 
lands, or any other lands we may cultivate in said county of Hali- 
fax,” ete. 

The plaintiffs allege in their complaint, that the contemplated crop 
was produced, but their debt, so created and secured, was not paid, and 
that the makers of the agreement and lien mentioned: shipped to the 
defendants commission merchants “fifty bales of cotton of the crops, . 
rents and shares of crops aforesaid, on which the plaintiffs had a lien 
as aforesaid, and the same were, by said defendants, sold and con- 
verted to their own use,” ete. 

The following is a copy of so much of the case settled on appeal as 
need be set forth here: 

_ “Tt is agreed, as a fact, that the cotton in aieerseey was made by 
W. W. Carter, on his ioe tract of land, not on the D. B. Bell land, and 
shipped by him to Etheridge & Brooks; and also, that R. H. Carter and 
A. J. Wood raised a crop for the year 1884, on the D. B. Bell land; that 
_ they had no interest in the said crop raised by W. W. Carter, and W. W. 
Carter was not interested in the crop raised on the Bell land; the 
advances made by plaintiffs were not, in fact, used on the W. W. Carter 
land, while he did use the advances ace by Etheridge & Brooks on the 
crop raised on his own land. 

“It was agreed, that the cotton was worth $298. 16. ‘It is agreed, that 
if the plaintiffs are entitled to judgment at all, they are entitled to 
interest from 22 January, 1885, on that amount. 

“Upon. the facts admitted, the court instructed the jury, that (573) 
the title to the cotton in controversy passed to plaintiffs by the 
mortgage deed, and they were entitled to the value of it.” 

There was a verdict and judgment for the plaintiffs, and the defend- 
‘ants, ites! ee appealed to this Court. 
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T. M. Hill for plaintiffs. 
J. M. Grizzard (by brief) for ea 


Mennruon, J., after stating the case as shoe: It appears that the | 
cotton in question was not produced on the land, described in the written 
agreement creating the hen as “the land of D. B. Bell,” ete., and in our > 
judgment, the lien, relied upon by the plaintiffs was operative and 
effectual only as to the cotton produced on that land, which was specially 
designated and specified as the particular land, upon which a crop was 
to be cultivated and produced, to which the lien should attach. As to it, 
there was present certainty that gave point and direction to the lien, 
and identified, in an important sense, that property to which it should 
attach, and upon which it should operate and be effectual. It is essen- 
tial to an operative sale of property in existence, or yet to be produced— 
as crops. from land—that there shall be, at the time of the contract of 
sale, something that specifies, separates and identifies the property sold, 
so that it may be distinguished from other and like property, presently, 
or when it comes into existence. There can be no sale of property where 
the seller cannot know what he sells, and the buyer cannot know what he 
buys, as to its identity. 
' Hence, we think that so much of the agreement, in writing, in respect 
to the lands to be cultivated, and crops to be produced thereon, as is 
embraced in the clause, “and upon any other lands we may cultivate in 
said county,” is inoperative and void, for uncertainty. .The clause did 
not presently, at the time of the contract of sale, designate any 
(574) particular land to be cultivated, and the crops to be produced on 
them; and the plaintiffs could not then know what crops, if any, 
they were buying, or what they would get at the end of the year, nor did 
the sellers know what they were selling; there was then nothing certain, 
to give point and direction to the lien sought to be created, as there 
would have been, if the description had been the “crops to be produced 
on W. W. Carter’s home place—his own land,” or the like description. 
It is not sufficient that the crop will be certain, and have identity, when 
it shall be produced on any lands in Halifax County, by the parties 
undertaking to give the lien. The nature of a sale requires, that the 
thing sold shall have distinctive identity at the time it is sold, whether 
it is then capable of actual delivery, or it will become so at a future 
time, as the product of something presently identified. : 

The sale or mortgage of prospective crops, yet to be produced from ° 
the soil, is of modern origin and growth. How to sell something that 
yet has no existence, but is to be produced out of something in existence, 
and pass the title to it, is not free from embarrassment, but the multi- 
plying wants and necessities of society render such sales necessary. 


448 


N. C.] FEBRUARY TERM, 1888. 


GWATHNEY VU. ETHERIDGE. 

Legislatures have, in some measure, provided for them, and the courts 
uphold them, as far as they can, consistently with settled principles of 
law. But it seems that the courts have not gone further—certainly this 
Court has not—than to decide that mortgages or liens on crops to be 
produced, as allowed by the statute, will be upheld, when the land on. 
which the crop is to be produced is designated—identified in some way, 
at the time the lien shall be created. To go beyond this, would strike 
down some of the essential elements of a sale, of a mortgage and liens 
created by a simple agreement in writing, as allowed by the statute in 
certain cases, and establish a new sort of floating conveyance, that could 
be applied at the convenience of the party taking benefit by it, 

and pass the title to, and create liens upon, property not in (575) 
existence, or even contemplated at the time of the sale, when and 

as soon as it might come into existence. This could not, it seems to us, 
fail to give rise to great uncertainty, confusion and injustice in impor- 
tant classes of business transactions. | : 

Judge Story, writing on this subject, in his work on Sales, sec. 185, 
says: that if the “thing sold or mortgaged be the natural product, or 
expected increase, of something to which the seller or mortgagor has 
a present valid right, the sale or mortgage will be good.” Another. 
writer says, that “whatever has a potential existence, is the subject of | 
sale or mortgage; for example, an unplanted crop or future products of a 
farm, to be raised by one in possession of land, as owner or lessee, is the. 
subject of a sale or mortgage.” Jones on Chat. Mort., sec. 148. So, the 
wine to be made from a certain vineyard, or the wool that shall be 
grown upon a certain flock of sheep. Such things have no actual exist- 
ence, but as they are naturally expected to spring from something in 
which the owner has a present right, they have what is considered a 
potential existence, and are held to be the subject. of sale or mortgage. 
Benjamin on Sales, 63, 103; Robinson v. Hzzell, 72 N. C., 231; Cotton 
v. Willoughby, 83 N. C., 7 5 Harriss v. Jones, wbid., 317; Rawle v. 
Hunt, 90 N. C., 270; Wooten Hill, 98 N.C., 48. 

In Atkinson v. Graves supra, Mr. Justice Hehe said: “A mortgage or 
sale of a crop, to be raised on a certain field or farm in the possession of 
the mortgagor or seller, is as far as the principle has been carried in 
respect to planted crops; but it has never, as we are aware, been ex- 
tended to the products of the soil to be ee without designating the 
place where they are to be produced.” 

The learned counsel for the appellees cited and relied much upon 
Woodlef v. Harris, 95 N. C., 211, in which the Chief Justice said: “The 
other objection, that no place is described on which the crop isto | 
be made, is not sustained. It gives a lien on all crops raised on (576) 
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lands owned or rented by me during the present year.’ . We think this 
case does not contravene what we have here said, or the authority 
cited. The words “lands owned or rented by me during the present 
year,” described property that the mortgagor then owned or had leased 
for that year—not “any other lands he may (might) cultwate”’ that 
year, as, in the present case, the agreement in question provides. In 
that case, Atkinson v. Graves, supra, is cited with ie and the 
argument is in effect the same in both cases. 

There is error. The appellants are entitled to a new trial and we so 
adjudge. To that end let this opinion be certified to the Superior Court. 

Error. Ventre de novo. 


Cited: Brown v. Miller, 108 N. C., 398; Weil v. Flowers, 109 N. C., 
216; Crinkley v. Egerton, 118 N. C., 146; Hurley v. Ray, 160 N. C., 379. 


-~ 


WILLIAM M. MEREDITH v. CRANBERRY COAL AND IRON COMPANY. 
Issues—Judge’s charge—Contributory Negligence. 


1. Though the issues tendered by a defendant eliminated more distinctly the 
matters controverted in the pleadings than those adopted by the court, he 
has no ground of complaint if the instructions to the jury raised every 
defense available to him under those he tendered. 


2, Where the defense to an action for damages resulting from an ecient to 
' the plaintiff, an employee of defendant’s railway, was a want of care and 
prudence on the part of the plaintiff and those identified with him, and 
there was evidence tending to sustain the defense: Held, that a charge, 
ignoring the plaintiff’s negligence, or cojperating agency in the accident, 

or that of those identified with him, is erroneous. 


3. Though the defendant has been negligent, yet, if plaintiff, by reasonable 
care and’ prudence, could have. averted the accident, he is not entitled to 
recover. . 


(577)  Crivin action, tried before M acRae, J., at Spring oo 1887, 
of the Superior Court of Mircyrrn County. 
The facts sufficiently appear in the opinion. 


G. N. Folk, D. Schenck, JFL M orphew and W. B. Council for plaim- 


tuff. 
_ Hoke & Hoke and W. H. M alone for Reoiitinle 
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‘Surry, C.J. The plaintiff, an employee of the defendant company, 
at per diem wages, while engaged in transporting wood, to be converted — 
into coal, from the forest to the woodyard over a tramway constructed 
for that purpose, was struck with a stick of. wood, protruding from a 
loaded car, and thrown from the platform on which he was standing, 
and suffered the injury for which compensation is demanded in the | 
present action. The complaint alleges, that this was brought about by the 
cording or packing of the wood too near the tramway, and on either side. 
of it, as directed by one Allen Nimson, a manager and middle man, rep- 
resenting the company in the operation of this department of the work, 
by reason of which proximity, a loose stick, slipping from the load on a 
passing car, came in contact with that packed, and in its rebound 
Imocked the plaintiff off, and caused the injuries complained of. 

The answer denies the charge of negligence, in placing the wood where 
1t was stacked, denies that Nimson was such representative of the com- 
pany, and insists that the primary and direct cause of the accident, was 
the negligent packing of the wood on the car and its too rapid running, 
causing the load to jostle and some of the sticks to slip out of place, to 
prevent which, the plaintiff imprudently seized one of them; and that 
in all this packing and transporting, the plaintiff participated with his 
associate fellow-workmen. 

The issues deduced from the conflicting allegations contained in the 
pleadings and submitted by the court to the jury, were: 

1. Was the plaintifi’s injury caused by the negligence of the (578) 
defendant? To which the response was, Yes. — 

2. Did the plaintiff contribute to his own injury by negligence on his 
part? Answer: No. 

3. What damage has plaintiff sustained oy reason of defendant’s neg- 
ligence? Answer: $5,000. | 

The defendant, besides a similar issue as to the amount of damages, 
in place of the two first, proposed the three following, which were 
refused : | 
1. Did the defendant cause the wood to be so negligently packed on 
the side of the track of the tramroad as to make it hazardous OF the 
loaded tram car to pass? 

2. Was the plaintiff guilty of negligence, in not using eet care 
and prudence in running the tram car so as to avoid danger ? | 

3. Was the plaintiff a fellow-servant with Allen Nimson? 

The facts disclosed in the testimony, heard at the trial, so far as they 
are necessary to elucidate the matter on which the determination of the 
defendant’s appeal rests, are, in substance, the following: 

_- The wood was cut and brought from the forest, a mile distant from 
the place of deposit in the yard, on flat cars, each carrying a cord, pass- 
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ing over a tram or railway, on an inclined plane, and descending by 
force. of gravitation, the speed being controlled by brakes on each. At 
the time of the accident, the train consisted of two loaded cars, upon the 
rear platform of the foremost of which, the plaintiff was standing. The 
train was moving with unusual rapidity, and several sticks of the wood 
on a car were jostled and began to slide, to prevent. which, the plaintiff — 
being called on to do so by one Bass, a fellow-servant, at the lower end 
of the nearest car, stepped on the adjoining platform of that car, and 
seized a loose stick, with the intention of replacing it, and in doing so, 
the stick came in contact with the stacked wood, and the other end struck 
the plaintiff with great violence and threw him to the ground. 
(579) While prostrated, he sustained the injury mentioned. The plac- — 
ing and stacking the wood so near the tramway was done by the 
express order of said Nimson, to whose charge and management the 
business was confided by the defendant, and his colaborers in the work 
of transportation, as was the loading of the cars and accompanying them 
to the place of unloading, but it does not appear that any instructions 
‘were given as to the manner of putting up the wood, or supervision exer- 
cised over the work as it progressed. 

It was no uncommon thing, as the plaintiff himself testifies, for the 
wood on the car to be so disturbed by jarring of the car in motion, and if 
not going too fast, it was not hazardous to arrest it, and retain it in place, 
in the manner attempted in this case. It was, if the car was going rapidly. 
A witness for the defendant, John Ellis, who graded the track, and had 
been connected with the road for 33 years, after describing the declivity 
of it, and its passing between the stacks on either side of the yard, testi- 
fied to having cautioned the plaintiff, perhaps as many as twenty times, 
about running too fast, and told him that some of the men would be 
killed if they came down so rapidly, and that sometimes, when himself 
riding on the cars, he would enjoin it on the employees to run slowly. 

They were expected to make eight trips a day, and lacked one of com- 
pleting the number at the hour 3 p.m., on Saturday, when the plaintiff 
was hurt. | 

Allen Ni imson, examined for the defendant, also testified to his warn- 
ing repeatedly when riding on the cars, and hen passing them in motion 
cautioned the hands in charge, the plaintiff among them, against fast 
running, and that the plaintiff had been in this Seren from one 
and a half to two years. — 

There was a general concurrence of opinion among the witnesses, and 

especially among those of skill and experience, in the defendant’s 
(580) service, who were introduced by it, that cars could, when so 
loaded, be run with safety, if run slowly, and little, if any, hazard 
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would be incurred in restoring slipping pieces to their proper place by 
hand; but it would be otherwise, if the cars were moving at a rapid 
rate. Whether the cars were moving at an increased speed on this occa- 
sion, the evidence was somewhat in conflict, but none that they moved 

slowly. 

There was much testimony as to the powers conferred upon Nimson, 
and exercised by him for, and in place of, the company, and whether 
the legal effect was to lift him above the sphere of coservant, to the 
place of their common principal, in his relation to them, which we do 
not reproduce, as our decision of the case rests upon other grounds. 

The issues tendered for the defendant eliminate more distinctly, in our 
Opinion, the subject-matter of controversy presented in the pleadings, 
than do those adopted by the court; but the instructions to the jury, 
upon them, raised every defensdé available to the defendant under the 
others. Its responsibility was made to depend upon actual negligence 
of its own, the distinction pointed out when it proceeds from a fellow- 
servant, and when 1t proceeds from one who, as a middle man, assumes 
the relation of his principal towards subordinate employees, the absence 
of contributory negligence on the part of the plaintiff, all which enter 
into the question of the defendant’s liability for damages. 

But we do not think that the concurring agency of the plaintiff, as 
involving a want of care and prudence on his part, was, upon the evi- 
dence, with sufficient distinctness presented to the jury. _ 

The culpability imputed to the company was not in the insecure 
manner of packing the wood, nor did the injury arise from a want of 
care in this particular, for the wood remained steadfast in its place; 
but, in causing it to be packed in such close proximity to that on the - 
passing car. Even in this packing the plaintiff himself took part. 

- The accident was directly brought about by what took place on (581) 
the car, and the question of the want of due care in those manag- 

ing it, In avoidance, was not clearly presented in the charge, as a con- 
tingency upon which the company’s responsibility depended. 

A portion of the charge, to which exception was taken, is in these 
words: “It is not now contended, that the wood was so placed as to strike 
the car, or the plaintiff upon the car, in the discharge of his duties. It 
is said to have been caused by a stick falling and striking the wood rack 
and rebounding against the plaintiff. In order to make the injury the 
result of the negligence of the defendant, it must have been produced by 
this negligence concurring with some other act. If a stick of wood, 
dipping from the car, struck the wood so negligently placed, and was 
hurled against plaintiff, and so caused the injury, the injury would be 
the result of negligence of defendant. If all these matters concur, then 
you are to answer the first issue, ‘Yes.’ ” | 
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It will be observed that this instruction ignores, or leaves out of view, 
the direct coéperating agency of the plaintiff, and those with whom he 
is identified, in running the cars, to which the accident is primarily at- 
tributable, and omits to submit to the jury the question of the plaintifi’s 
own negligence, in bringing it about. If the piling the wood so near the 
track of the cars was improvident and careless, so as to expose those on 
and operating them, to needless peril, it was not less their duty to use 
reasonable care and vigilance in avoiding the consequences of the de- 
fendant’s negligence, as would suggest themselves to a person of ordinary 
prudence for his own protection. If there was in this a failure to use such 
‘precaution, and harm followed, the plaintiff, as the author of his own 
damage, would be barred of redress upon the defendant, notwithstanding 

the prior negligence in the packing. 
(582) The true rule for determinin® the civil responsibility j in cases 

where each party has been negligent, is set out in Gunter v. 
Wicker, 85 N. C., 310, and in Farmer v. BR. R., 88 N. C., 569, where the 
plaintiff’s negligence preceded that of the defendant, and was a remote, 
but not proximate cause, of the injury, thus: “If the act (of the plain- 
tiff) is directly connected, so as to be concurrent, with that of the de- 
fendant, then his negligence is proximate, and will bar his recovery; but 
when the negligent act of the plaintiff precedes, in point of time, that of 
the defendant, then it is held to be a remote cause of the injury, and 
will not bar a recovery, if the injury could have been prevented by the 
exercise of reasonable care and prudence on the part of the defendant.” 

The correlative proposition is equally supported by authority, that 
when the defendant has been negligent, yet if the plaintiff neglected 
those reasonable precautions, by which the injury could have been 
averted, and which he is expected to use, he cannot have compensation 
for damages caused by his own want of care and prudence. Owens v. 
R. B., 88 N. C., 502. 

Now, there was much evidence upon this point. Testimony was 
offered to show that the plaintiff assisted in placing the wood where 
Nimson had pointed out, and in loading the cars and transporting to the 
yard, and had been in the defendant’s employ from one and a half to 
two years previously. He had been repeatedly warned, by superior offi- 
cers, of the danger of. running the cars too fast; by one of them, fifteen 
or twenty times, and had been told that some of the men would be 
killed, if the rapid running was persisted in. He knew, for he says, it 
was no uncommon thing for the wood to be jarred and displaced when 
the cars were in motion, and more so when running fast. Thus warned 
of danger, greater circumspection and vigilance were required of him, 
and this aspect of the case, on the evidence, was not, as we think, fully 
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called to the attention of the jury, in passing upon the question 

of the plaintiff’s right of action against the company. We have (583) 
assumed, though we by no means intend to decide the fact so to 

be, for the present only, that Nimson was, in a legal sense, as his over- 
sight and functions described by any of the witnesses who understood 
what they were, a “middle man,” in substitution of the principal, in his 
relations to subordinate servants, so that his orders in regard to stack- 
ing the wood, would be the same as if emanating directly from the com- 
pany, so as to raise an inquiry into the imputed coéperative agency of | 
the plaintiff in causing his own injury. 

Passing by the other exceptions, with the general remark, that most 
of them are obnoxious to the criticism of the plaintifi’s counsel, as want- 
ing in specific and distinct statement of assigned error, we ae a new 
trial, to be grantees in the court below, for the error discussed in the 
opinion. | 

Error. | | . Ventre de novo. 


Cited: Mace v. Infe Assn., 101 N. C., 126; McAdoo v. R. R., 105 
N. C., 151; Braswell v. Johnston, 108 N. C., 152; Blackwell v. R. B., 
111 N. C., 153; Pickett vo. R. R., 117 N. C., 680; Purnell v. R. R., 122 
NG. 851; Penny a Ki, Rs 153 N. C., 305; S. v. Kincaid, 183 N. Cy 
718. , 


MARY ©. KING er at. v. SUSAN MILLER er at. 


Dow er—Waste. 


L. In an action of wane it is not error to permit the defendant, life tenant, 
to prove that the usage, in that part of the country in which the premises 
are situate, was to treat and manage lands of the character of that in 
controversy in the manner in which defendant had treated the locus in 
quo. (2) Nor is it error to permit a farmer of the vicinity to testify that, 
in his opinion, the defendant had done no more (in the nature of waste) 
than was necessary to make a living out of the land, such evidence being 
competent to repel a charge ot reckless and wanton misuse of the 
premises. 


2. A dowress may use, and also sell, fallen or dead trees, as the use of such 
belongs to her, and does not, in law, impair the inheritance. She may 
clear for cultivation as much of the land as a prudent owner of the fee 
would do, and sell the timber cut in doing so. In clearing land, she must — 
have due regard to the proportion of wooded and cleared land on the 
dower. 


455 


IN THE SUPREME COURT. — 99 


KinG uv. MILLER. 


3. While, in its essential elements, waste is the same in this eountry and in 
England, being a spoil or destruction of houses, trees, etc., to the perma- 
nent injury of the inheritance; yet, in respect to acts which constitute 
waste, the rules are not the same. Here, an act is not waste in law which 
is not waste in fact. The real and important inquiry, in such eases, is, has 

'. the land been abused, during the life tenant’s occupancy, by a spoliation 
unwarranted by the usage of prudent husbandmen in respect to their own 
property, to the impairment of it, as a whole, in value? 


Bai) Crvizy action, tried before MacRae, J., and a jury, at Fall 
: Term, 1887, of Mzcxrensure Superior Court. 

Judgment for defendants: : plaintiffs appealed. — 

A. C. Miller died, intestate, in the year 1865, possessed of an estate 
in fee of lands, out of which the defendant Susan Miller has, by proper 
proceedings, caused a portion, consisting of a tract of 250 acres, and a 
small lot of 2% acres, as described in the complaint, to be assigned to 
her as dower. The reversion in the lands, so set apart, has descended to 
the plaintiffs, and the defendants, associated with the said Susan because 
they refused to join in the action, as tenants in common. The plaintiff, 
_M. C. King, added to her share by taking a conveyance of the share of 
A. C. Elwood, one of the heirs to whom the inheritance descended. 

The complaint alleges the commission of waste upon the premises, by 
the life tenant, in cutting down, for the purpose of sale and selling, large 
numbers of valuable trees, oak, hickory, pine and other wood, for timber 
and firewood, and in other ways, specified therein, greatly damaging the 
inheritance, and concludes by demanding the possession of the land 

wasted, and $500 for the damage done thereto. 

(585) The defendant Susan, admitting the title to be, as ied by 

the plaintiffs, in them, aid in. the other defendants. in undivided 
parts, denies the charge of waste, and the owners, made defendants, 
make no answer to the complaint. 

Two issues were submitted to the jury: 

1. Did the defendant Susan Miller commit waste upon the lands 
described in the complaint ? 

2. What damage, if any, have the pamene sustained by reason 

thereof ? 

To the first inquiry, the jury responded in the negative, and no answer 
was returned to the other. 

The testimony of the witnesses is set out in full in the case on ot 
and we deem it necessary to reproduce, in condensed form, so much of it 
as tends to show the acts of the tenant in dower, in which the waste is 
alleged to have been committed, and illustrative of the charge com- 
- plained of, and to present the exceptions to the rulings upon questions 
of evidence. 


456 


NO]. FEBRUARY TERM, 1888. 


Kine v, MiLcer. 
~ ‘One McLure, for the plaintiffs, testified that, at the inteState’s death, 
in 1865, he had from 80 to 100 acres in cultivation, and since, from 
20 to 30 acres had been cleared; that there was considerable wood— 
pine, oak and hickory—on the tract; that some of the open land was in 
good farming condition, other parts pretty well worn-out and thin; that 
John Hunter and John Deaton cut saw-logs, most of them from dead 
wood; that witness had seen several persons hauling wood to town; that 
the woodland adjoining that belonging to witness, was pretty heavily 
timbered, but most of the saw-logs were taken off by Hunter; that a 
small piece of meadow, laid off for dower, of three or four acres, two 
acres of which had timber on it, has been ditched and planted in corn, 
and is now in very good condition; that the intestate had .a large body 
of land, besides that assigned in dower, much of which was thin and 
began to wear out, and some he had turned into pasture; that the land, 
abandoned by the defendant as worn out, has grown up in timber 
and improved; that she has turned out land as it. became im- (586) 
poverished, and has cleared other land, and done no more 1n this 
direction than was necessary to make her a comfortable living; that con- 
siderable improvement, requiring the use of timber, has been put on the 
place; that the saw-logs cut were of scattering pine, and the oak timber | 
is there yet; that the meadow was very wet—kept for mowing by the, 
deceased—and witness. cannot say that it is not worth as much now as 
before the clearing; that it is a custom among farmers to clear more land, 
as that in cultivation was worn out, but this depends upon the amount of 
timbered land on a-farm, and that cutting out timber trees gave the 
young timber: greater facilities for growth. 
_ The defendant objected to the testimony, as to hen usage in that part 
of the country, to turn out worn out and impoverished lands, and replace 
them with new clearings; but it was admitted, and to this ruling the 
first exception is taken. 

John Henderson swore that good crops were made by the deceased on 
the land where his widow now lives; that part of the place was very 
good—part broken—farm on an average in good condition; fences in 
repair; a forest in oak, hickory, and old field pine, over 100 acres, and 
about 60 acres of it kept j in forest; that stock timber has been cut on 
both north and south ends of the tract; that some 30 acres have been 
cleared since A. O. Miller died, and this generally yields 30 cords to 
the acre. _ 

The witness thinks the removal] of the timber trees from the meadow 
has lessened its value by ten dollars, but it brings as fine corn as any 
land in that country, and says that the deceased had the farm in pos- 
‘session some seventeen years, and had, himself, thrown out,.as unfit to 
cultivate, 7 or 8 acres, some of it having been tended apparently fifty 
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years; that the defendant has kept up the premises, not, however, in the 
‘state in which her husband kept them; has moved old. houses, 

(587) but built no new ones, and these are getting old and in decay, and 
the fences have all gone down under the stock law. 

Other witnesses were examined by the plaintiffs, and gave substan- 
tially similar testimony, one of whom stated, that the prevalent custom 
was to get firewood where it was found; that it was good husbandry to 
cut out dead wood, and that farmers were in the habit of throwing out 
land when worn out, and taking a more, but that the practice “has 
gradually passed off since the war.’ 7 
- The defendant then proposed to show, that this witness was a farmer, 
living in that vicinity, and that, in his opinion, the defendant had done 
no more than was necessary to make a living out of the land. | 

Objection thereto was overruled, the evidence admitted, and to this 
the second exception was taken. | 

The testimony for the defendant, in sipeens was to this effect : 

One Henderson, who lives near the land, and has long known it, testi- 
fied to the intestate’s manner of farming, and his habit of abandoning 
land when reduced to sterility and unfit to tend, and clearing and open- 
ing fresh land, and such is the general custom; that when turned out, 
, such exhausted fields grow up in pines, and recuperate materially, as is 
the case here; that this was necessary to make a subsistence, and that the 
work done on the meadow has rendered it more valuable. | 

Captain Orr, a farmer and cropper for 21 years, went upon the land 
in 1866, and found some of it very good upland; same tract, bottom of 
no account; fair crops could be made by manuring; and when the land 
was too impoverished to pay, it was left out and other taken in; cleared 
‘the plantation as far as needed, and what was not needed, hauled to town 
and sold; about 30 acres taken in, and from 40 to 60 acres left out. The 

clearing was necessary for a support to defendant and her tenants, 
(588) and to carry on farming operations. Of the part thus aban- 
-_- doned, the growth of pines on it has improved it very much, and 
increased its value, and such has been the effect of work upon the 
meadow; good stocks never hauled away by her and Hunter, who sawed 
and hauled; hauled defendant’s part back, and when needed, we would 
borrow fou him, and repay by letting him get saw stocks; one-fourth 
taken for the timber, and none of it sold; firewood in summer obtained 
by picking up poles and dry wood; in wee solid wood was used, and 
trees would be felled when the fone were dying. | 
_ He further testified, that some firewood has every year been sent to 
town for sale; that 1s, once in awhile, and sometimes wood from cleared 
Jand, noe died on the premises, was sold by tenants. — 3 
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The defendant testified for herself similarly, about the abandoned and 
cleared parts of the farm, and that 1t was necessary for her to get a — 
support ; that she never sold any stocks of her lot, but used them on the 
premises for house, farm, paling, ete. 

Upon her examination, her counsel proposed to prove that she sold 
~ the meadow tract some four or five years ago to one Hunter, but made 
no deed, nor was there any writing about it. 

The plaintiff objected on the ground that title would not pass, nor 
could a deed be spoken of, without its being produced. The evidence 
was recelved, and the sstention to the ruling is the third in the series. _ 

It is not necessary to recite the additional testimony, to present the 
erroneous rulings assigned, as it is of the same kind as that set out, 
and concurrent in general tenor with it, and we proceed to state them : | 

Among other instructions, prayed by plaintiffs, were the following: . 

1. That if the jury believe the evidence in the case, they will Eeebone 
to the first issue, “Yes.” 

2. That if ve (the defendant) allowed any ee to he cut (589) 

on the place for market, and solely for the purpose of profit, she 
committed waste, and the jury will answer" the first issue, “Yes,” and 
assess as damages such amount as will be a fair ba reasonable compen- 
sation for the injury to the inheritance. 
8. That if defendant Susan Miller converted siaion into onable Tea 
or cultivated land, she was guilty of waste, and the jury will respond 
to the first i issue, “Yes, ” and assess the damages in an amount sufficient 
to cover the injury doné to the inheritance thereby. | 

‘The court declined to. give the instructions as ie but gave the 
foHowine instructions: | 
_ The plaintiffs, who are some of cies who are ei owners of the in- 
heritance, sue Mrs. Miller, the defendant who has had her dower in. this 
tract of land laid off to ie and others of the heirs, who refuse to join 
in this action against the dowress, are made Metendants, The charge 1 is, 
that she has cut saw-logs, a quantity of timber, oak, hickory, pine and 
other wood, for timber and firewood, and sold it; hat she has cleared a 
large amount of woodland and turned it into cultivated fields, when. 
there was already a sufficient quantity of arable land open to support 
her; that she has caused meadow land to be converted into cultivated _ 
fields, and that she has permitted other land, that was in. cultivation, to 

grow up in shrubs, bushes and trees, and become wasted. 
_ The first inquiry for you is, whether she has committed waste. 

That. is, has she ce eae cut down, or destroyed the timber, 
when there j ig already sufficient cleared land for her to cultivate; or hae 
she permitted the cultivated land to be meres by growing up in bushes, 


459. 


IN THE SUPREME COURT. [99 
Kine v. MILLER. 


trees, etc.; or has she changed, or permitted to be changed, meadow 

lands into cultivated fields, to the injury of the inheritance? 
(590) The tenant in dower is entitled to take off from the land such 

timber as may be necessary to keep the houses and fences, the. 
wagons and other farming implements such as plows in good repair, 
and to make such things as may be necessary for the use of the farm; — 
and she would be entitled to make such a bargain with the sawmill men 
as was the usual and customary terms, upon which one can deliver so 
many saw-logs and get so much lumber in return. She is entitled to 
clear land for cultivation, if necessary to the enjoyment of the estate 
and a sufficient proportion of woodland is left, and if, in clearing such 
land, there is more firewood than she needs, she may sell it; she may not, 
however, sell that wood and cut other wood for her own use. It is not 
waste to permit cleared land to grow up in secondary growth, unless it 
works an injury to the inheritance. It is not waste to change a meadow 
into a cultivated field, provided it works no injury that is lasting damage 
to the inheritance. Tt ij is not waste to take all necessary wood for the 
use of the farm. 

What is waste in cases like this, is a question which must be largely 
left to the discretion of the jury, upon the evidence. Did she take any 
more timber off the land than was necessary? Did she clear up more 
land than was necessary for her enjoyment of the life tenancy, and if 
she did, did she do lasting damage to the inheritance thereby? If the 
turning out of cultivated land, and allowing it to grow up in secondary 
growth, has the effect to make the land more valuable than it was before, 
it was no injury to the inheritance, and was not waste. If the meadow 
land was made more valuable by turning it into a corn and cotton: field, 
it was not waste. 

If she took no more timber ‘aun was necessary for the use of 
( 591) the place, she had a right to use the tops of the trees, and she 
- need not let them lie there and rot, but may sell them. 

She might take the dead wood and the dying trees for firewood, and 
if there was not enough of that kind of wood for her own use, she had a 
right to cut green wood suitable for firewood. She might sell the dead 
wood, or if she cut down a dying tree, she might sell it. But she had no 
right to cut down trees for firewood or for timber and sell them; and if 
you find that she cut timber which was not necessary for the repairs of 
the houses, fences, wagons, and other farm stock, or if she cut green 
wood, not necessary for use, as firewood, or other farm purposes, it is 
waste, whether she sold it or not. If a caused timber trees to be cut 
down, and, by a miscalculation, there was a small amount over what 
was necessary for her use, and she received pay in i snoney for it, this 
would not be waste. | 

460i: 


N.C] _. FEBRUARY TERM, 1888. 
Krne v, MILver. 


Now, you are to consider all the testimony, and say, upon these in- 
structions, whether she has committed waste. If you say no, you need 
not consider the other issue. If you say yes, you will proceed to inquire, 
what damages they have sustained. The damages would be the value of 
the wood or timber sold, or of the injury done to the inheritance, by 
turning out land, or by er land. You will ascertain the amount 
of the injury in money. 

- The plaintiffs assign the following errors: 

1. That his Honor instructed the jury, “That if the meadow land 
was made more valuable by turning it into a corn and cotton field, it 
- was not waste.” ; 

2. That his Honor instructed the jury, that the wee had the. right 
to sell the tops of the trees, cut for timber for the use of the premises. 

3. That his Honor juaerucied the jury, that the. widow had the right 
to cut the dead wood, or dying trees, into firewood and sell the same. 

_ 4, That his Honor instructed the jury, that if the widow caused 
timber trees. to be cut down, and, by a miscalculation, more was (592) 
cut than was necessary for her use, she might sell the excess; and ~ 

use the proceeds of the sale. 

. 5, That his Honor charged the jury, that the widow would have the 
right, in law, to sell the wood cut from the land, not for the purpose of 
clearing, in excess of what was needed as Bovee-pote, or ats or | 
other farm purposes. 

6. That his Honor charged the jury, that the widow would be entitled 
to use for her own gain and profit, the wood cut from the land in 
oe 

7. That his Bones charged the jury, that re widow would be anne 
to make such a bargain with the sawmill man as was the usual and 
customary terms, upon which one can deliver so many saw-logs and get 
so much lumber in return; in other words, that the widow could pay for 
cutting, hauling and sawing, or any such services needed by her, by 
giving a part of the stock so cut, hauled and sawed. 

8. That the charge of his Hionor, with reference to the right of the 
widow to sell wood cut from the land not for the purpose of clearing, ; is 
inconsistent, and was calculated to mislead the jury, as to the law gov- 
 erning the case. 

9. That his Honor refused the instructions which the plaintiffs re-— 
quested him to give the jury. 
10. That his Honor admitted ee over the objection of Bre 
tiffs, which was incompetent or irrelevant, as appears from plaintiffs’ — 
exceptions already noted. | : 
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P. D. Walker for plaintiffs. 
CL N. Tillett for defendants, — 


Sairu, C. J., after stating the facts: Ist Exception. We do not see the 
force of an objection to an inquiry into the use made of the life estate in 
an issue as to waste, and in showing that the method of cultivation 

follows the practice and has the sanction of good farmers, and 
(593) hence there has been no mismanagement or needless injury to 
the land, for which the defendant is accountable to the successors 

to the estate for actionable spoliation of the premises. 

2d Ex. The exception next taken, and alike untenable, is, to evidence 
offered to repel the charge of a wanton and reckless misuse of the 
premises, and that the tenant only derived her support from the land, 
the very purpose for which the law gave it to her, to be enjoyed while 
living. This will find a fuller explanation in the examination of the law 
defining the limits to which the law permits the tenant in dower to go in 
the use of her estate. If there were grounds of objection to the evidence, 
it is rendered harmless, by the instructions given to the jury, for their 
guidance, afterwards. 

3d Ex. The pertinency of the proof of a verbal disposition made of 
the three acres specified, some few years previous to the matter in con- 
troversy, is not apparent, and the reasons for opposing its reception are 
still less so. The attempted sale amounts to nothing, and proves nothing | 
of injury or advantage, so far as we can see, to elther party. | 
_ And what force is.there in the objection, that a writing was neces- 
sary to give any efficacy to the transaction, and itself was the best evi- 
dence of its existence and terms, when there was no writing or -deed to 
produce? We presume the i ae is not properly set out in the 

transcript. 
_.. These exceptions disposed of, we come to the seuieisration of those 
that grow out of the instructions asked and refused, and such as are 
entered to the charge of the court. 

ist Instruction asked: This could not be given without invading 
the province of.the jury, to pass upon the testimony and ascertain what 
is proved by it, thus withdrawing the case —— from their con- 
sideration and action. 

9d Instruction asked: This involves an erroneous statement of the. 

law, for the life tenant may use, and dispose of as well, fallen or 
(594) dead trees on her dower, for oe or other purpose, as the 

use of such peronge to the dowress, and ‘does not in law impair the 
inheritance. | : 

' 3d Instruction. asked: The negation of ie proposition in law, con-_ 
tained in the third exception, was proper for the same reason, the tenant 
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not being absolutely under such instructions, such an act not being waste 
m law, when not waste in fact, as applied to the condition of the country, 
unless attended with injury and damage to the estate in remainder or 
reversion belonging to others. While, in its essential elements, waste is 
the same in this country and in England, being a spoil or destruction in 
houses, trees, and the like, to the permanent injury of the inheritance, 
yet in respect to acts which constitute waste, the rule that governs in a 
new and opening land, covered largely with primeval growth, must be 
very different. Where the proportions of arable and woodland. are 
adjusted to-give the greatest value to the farm in its present condition, a 
conversion of one kind into another may be in itself a waste committed, 
while here the clearing of the forest growth and fitting the virgin soil, 
which it covers, for cultivation, which is ordinarily an improvement, 
most valuable to the property, ae 18 not, nor can it be, injurious to the 
succeeding estate in fee. In the full and clear exposition of the law, as 
applied to limited estates (and the cases decided are mostly cases of 
dower), held in this State in general, we give our approval, as warranted 
by previous adjudications, in adjusting the relative rights subsisting 
between the tenant for life and the tenant in remainder or reversion. 

Tn an early case, Ballentine v. Poyner, 2 Hay., 110, Haywood, J., 
says: “I would define waste thus—an unnecessary cutting down and 
disposing of timber, or destruction thereof, upon woodlands, where there 
is already sufficient cleared land for the widow to cultivate, and over and 
above what 1s necessary to be used for fuel, fences, plantation utensils, 
and the like,” adding, however, that if the lands are covered with trees, 
such as juniper swamps, and can be put to no other use, and 
have value only in the growth upon them, then “the widow shall (595) 
not be liable for waste for using such timber, according to the 
ordinary use made of the same in that part of the country.” To which 
it may be proper to fix a limit to the denudation, that it do not exceed 
the annual increase from natural ee which replaces that portion 
| of the trees removed. 

In Ward v. Sheppard, in the same’ volume, at page 283 (461), 
Johnston, J., says: “that waste in this country is not to be defined by the 
rules of the English law in all-respects, for cutting timber trees for the 
purpose of clearing the lands was not waste here, though it was so in 
England,” but if the trees were cut for sale, this would be waste, and 
that “what shall be deemed waste, must be, in a considerable degree, i in 
the discretion of the jury, upon evidence.” 

In Parkins v. Coxe, reported in same volume, 339 (517), ‘. Pilon, a 
announces the same rule as to cutting timber for other uses than. repairs, 
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- and extends it to collecting and burning lightwood to make tar for sale, 
as a permanent injury, that would take several years to replace. 

In Sheppard v. Sheppard, reported in same book, 382 (580), Hall, J., 
after examining numerous authorities cited by counsel, declares the law 
to be, that where “waste of insignificant value is done scatteredly through 
a whole tract,” the proposition, that the widow must lose the place 
wasted, is “too heavy a penalty, when the damage is to the amount only 
of a small sum,” and that should be deemed to be waste only, “which 
is substantially an inqury to the wheritance.” 

These rulings, early made, have laid the foundations of the law on thie 
3 subject of waste, as it declares and regulates the relations between the 
owners of the separate estates, and it has been developed in the same 
direction in subsequent cases. Thus it is declared by the Court, 
Gaston, J., delivering the opinion, in Shine v. Wilcox, 1 D. & B. Eq,, 

_ 631, that “the cutting down of timber is not waste, unless it does 
( 596) a lasting damage to the inheritance, and deteriorates its value; 
and not then, of no more was cut ee than was necessary for the 
ordinary enjoyment of the land, by the tenant for life.” 

In the further discussion, after repudiating the adaptability of the 
common law to this country, which is covered with forest, that clearing 
of it for cultivation, which is highly beneficial to the land, can be itself 
waste, he proceeds to say : “Whether it has been beneficial or injurious to 
him (the owner of the succeeding estate in fee), is a question of fact, 
which must depend on the relative proportion of the cleared to the wood- 
land, on the comparative value or worthlessness of the trees destroyed, 
and on the ordinary use made of the trees in the part of the country 
where the land is situated.” — 

Referring to the porn for the widow s dapport in the assignment | 
of dower, he says, “such an use of the land as was necessary for that 
support, and as prudent proprietors were accustomed to make of their 
own, was deemed to have been intended in the provision, although the 
value of the estate might be somewhat impaired thereby. We also no 
he continues, “that the turning out of exhausted lands is not waste.” _ 

In Carr v. Carr, 4D. & B., 179, it was decided, that the widow might 
make turpentine from trees hich her husband had opened in his life- 
time, and might box new pines, to make a crop not exceeding that he 
had made in his lifetime upon the land. So the widow may clear for 
- cultivation as much of the land as a prudent owner of the fee would, 
and sell the timber cut in doing so. Daais v. Gilliam, 5 Ired. Eq., 308. 

Jf done with a due regard to the proportion of wood and cleared land, 
she may clear what is necessary for the enjoyment of the estate. N ash, 
C. J., in- Lambeth v. Warner, 2-Jones Eq., 165. | | 
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It will Bee seer, from these citations and references, that the (597) 
charge of the court pursues the course of the adjudications upon i 
the law of waste, and adapts it to the different aspects of the facts as 
shown in the evidence. It thus becomes us to abide by the law as de- 
elared and reiterated by the courts since the beginning of the present 
century, and ruled substantially 1 in the charge we are now considering. 

The real and important inquiry is, has the land been abused during 
the defendant’s occupancy by a spoliation unwarranted by the usage 
of prudent husbandmen in respect to their own property, to the impair- 
ment of it as a whole, in value; and to this point, no information seems 
‘to have been elicited, and no instruction to have been asked. 

Those instructions and exceptions to the charge which are before us, 
relate to specific acts alleged to be waste, which, as the cases show, are 
not recognized as per se waste, and not applicable to the condition of 
this State. 

We find no error in the directions given to the jury, and made the 
ground of exception in the appeal, which, without noticing each specifi- 
cally, are all disposed of in what has been already said. 

The case of Dorsey v. Moore, 100 N. C., 41, decides that trees 
severed by a life tenant, or by a stranger, from the land, unauthor- 
ized by law, and being waste, in its proper sense, by the act of separa- 
tion becomes personal property, the title to which at once vests in the 
owner of the inheritance, and is not at variance with this opinion. 

There is no error, and. the judgment is affirmed. 

No error. . Affirmed. 


Coted: Sherrill v. Connor, 107 N. C., 633; Norris v. Laws, 150 N. C., 
605; Thomas v. Thomas, 166 N. C., 629. 


a | ee (598) 
‘PHILIP ANTHONY v. J. C. ESTES et AL. 


A ppeal—Practice—A ssignment of Error—J aennens out of Term— 
Statement of Case on Appeal. 


1. Unless the error complained of is assigned in the record, the judgment will 
be affirmed, if it be one the court could give, consistently with the record. 


2, When a motion was heard at Chambers, by consent, it cannot be objected 
in the Supreme Court that it should have been heard in term. 


3. It is bad practice to send up the pleadings, motions, affidavits, orders, etc., 
as the Case on Appeal, by Bere 
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His Honor, Avery, J., in November, 1887, at Chambers, heard a 
motion to set eau and vacate a judgment in Burks Superior Court, in 
favor of the appellant and against the appellee. 

_ The motion was granted, and the plaintiff in the action appealed to 
this Court. The objections made sufficiently appear in the opinion. 


C. M. Busbee for plaintiff. 
No counsel for defendants. 


Mzrrimon, J. No error is assigned in the record, in terms, or by » 
reasonable implication. Nothing appears that suggests any particular 
objection to the judgment or dissatisfaction with it, except simply the 
appeal. This is not sufficient. Error must be assigned, unless, from an 
examination of the whole record, it appears that the judgment is one — 
that could not be given by the court, consistently with the record. 
Although the judgment appealed from may be erroneous, or irregular, 
it 1s, nevertheless, one that might be given, and it stands, and is effectual, 
until reversed or modified for errors assigned, or set aside for some 

irregularity. 

(599) The counsel for the appellants here suggested, on the argu- 

ment, that the motion was one that ought, regularly, to have been 
heard in term time, and at Chambers. This may be so, but no objection 
was made on the ground, that it was heard out of term; indeed, the 
record shows that it was heard by consent, and all objections as to irregu- 
larity were waived, and certainly it might be so heard. Coates v. Wilkes, 
94 N. C., 174; Bynum v. Powe, 97 N. C., 374; S. v. Ray, vbid., 510. 
——s dItis settled by many decisions that in such a case the judgment a be 
affirmed. 

We note that no case is stated or settled on oui is simply said 
by the judge that “it is agreed” that the pleadings, motions, affidavits, 
orders, etc., shall constitute the case on appeal. 
| Manifestly, this is not a compliance with the letter or spirit of the 
statute applicable—it does not serve the purpose of the assignment of 
errors. Our brethren of the Superior Courts should not tolerate, much 
less encourage, such bad practice. It might result in serious detriment 
to appellants, and cause a failure of justice. 

J meemen! affirmed. 


| ‘Cited: Biteieods: Leak, ' 99 N. O. 365; ee v. Gilmer, 118 N. 6, 
670; pany v. Hilliard, 120 N. C., 484, 


466 


N. C.] FEBRUARY TERM, 1888. 


DEDICATION AND AMENDMENTS TO RULES. 


DEDICATION OF NEW SUPREME COURT BUILDING 


The new Supreme Court building having been completed and turned 
over by the architect as ready for use, and the records, books, etc., hav- 
- ing been removed to it from the old Court rooms in the Capitol, it was 
deemed proper that appropriate ceremonies should be observed for the 
dedication of the building to its permanent uses as a Temple of Justice; 
and such ceremonies were observed on Monday, 5 March, 1888, in 
accordance with the following programme: 

1. Opening of the Court. 

2. Prayer by Rev. Dr. Atkinson. 

3. Formal assignment of the building to the Supreme Court, by his 
Excellency, Governor Alfred M. Scales. 

4, Acceptance of the same by Chief Justice William N. H. Smith. 

5. Presentation of portraits of Judges. 

6. Remarks by members of the Bar. 


AMENDMENTS TO RULES 
Contained in 92 N. CO. Rep., p. 837. 


Apoprep FEsruary Term, 1888. 


The first sentence of Rule 1 shall read as follows: Applicants for 
license to practice law will-be examined on Friday and Saturday of the 
week next preceding the first week of each term. 

Lines one and two of section 3 of Rule 2 are amended so as to ead 
as follows: “Causes from the first district will be called on Monday of 
the first week of each term of the Court.” | 

Section 8 of Rule 2 is amended by adding at the end thereof a sentence 
in the following words: “Nevertheless, if an appellant shall fail to file 
the transcript of the record of his appeal within the time he might do > 
so, so that the appeal shall stand for argument at the term to which it 
is taken, the appellee may move, during the week assigned to the dis- 
trict, to dismiss the same as above provided, and his motion shall be 
allowed, unless reasonable excuse for such failure shall be shown, within 
such time as the Court may direct; in which case the Court may deny | 
the motion and allow a jontnnance? 

Rule 14 is amended by adding to the end thereof the following sen- 
tence: “And the Court, at the instance of a party to a cause that directly 
involves the right to a public office, may make the like assignment in 


respect to it.” 
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ACCEPTANCE. 
Of bill, what, in law, 49. 


ACTION. 
_ When partner may bring, against partner, 149. 
To declare election void, what complaint must set forth, 341. 
When not barred, against administrator or surety, 425. 


ACTION TO RECOVER LAND, 
When complaint sufficient, 143. 


ADMINISTRATOR. See Executors and Administrators. 


ADMISSIONS. 
What competent against a party, 327. 


ADVANCEMENTS. 
When property given daughter, not, 207. 


AFFIDAVIT. | . 
In supplemental proceedings, 110. 


AGENT. See Principal and Agent. 
AGRICULTURAL LIENS. See Liens, 


AMENDMENT OF COMPLAINT. 
When it gives jurisdiction, 517. 


_ APPEAL. 

1. An appeal will not be dismissed if it is not docketed “within the first 
eight days of the term (of Supreme Court) on or before entering on 
the call of cases from the judicial district to which the case belongs,” 
but will be continued. Bryan v. Moring, 16. 


2, An appeal will not be dismissed because the clerk of the Superior Court 
fails to send up a proper transcript, but the appellant will we even an 
opportunity to perfect record. Ibid. 


3. The refusal of the judge to pass upon the sonore of a referee under a 
consent reference, as also his order, without consent of both parties, 
striking out the reference, is a ruling affecting a substantial right, 
and will be. reviewed upon appeal. Stevenson v. Felton, 58. 


4, The duties prescribed for the clerk of the Superior Court in respect to 
making and transmitting transcripts of records upon appeals are 
ministerial, and he has no authority to pass upon the question whether 
the appeal has been perfected. Russell v. Davis, 115. 

_ §. If the appellee files no exceptions to the appellant’s statement it will 
be treated as the case on appeal; if the appellee files exceptions and 
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10. 


11. 


12. 


13. 


14, 


15. 


16. 


17%. 


the appellant fails to have the case settled by the judge, the excep- 
tions will be treated as amendments to the case on appeal. Jbid. 


. It seems that the proper way to obtain relief against a judgment of the 


Supreme Court dismissing an appeal, where the dismissal turned upon 
a question of law, is by a petition to rehear and not by a motion to 
reinstate. Bowen v. Fow, 127. 


. A motion to reinstate an appeal will not be allowed, nor will a certio- 


rari be granted where it appears that the appellant has lost his appeal 
by negligently failing to give une necessary undertaking within the 
‘prescribed time. Jbid. 


. A memorandum of the clerk, evidently not made by the order of the 


court, appearing in the record proper, will not be allowed to prevail 
over a distinct statement of fact in the case on appeal. Jbid. 


. The principle upon which a cause once decided in this Court will be 


reheard, is again stated. Hannon v. Grizzard, 161. 


The refusal of the subordinate courts to allow additional pleadings to 
be filed, or original pleadings to be amended, is not reviewable upon 
appeal. Warden v. McKinnon, 251. 


Appeals will not be entertained from interlocutory orders or judgments 
unless they determine the action or affect some substantial right. 
Exceptions to such orders or judgments should be made on the record - 
and reserved to be passed upon, if necessary, after a trial upon all 
the issues raised, to the end that all the questions which it is desired 
may be reviewed shall be adjudicated upon one appeal. Clement v. 
Foster, 255. 


An appeal from the judgment of a justice of the peace discharging one 
who has been arrested in a civil action vacates the judgment, and the 
order of arrest continues in force pending the appeal. Patton v. 
Gash, 280. 


The Supreme Court will not entertain exceptions which were not 
assigned below, or do not appear in the record proper. Jbid. 


A motion to dismiss an appeal because the appellant has not complied 
with the requirements of the statutes and the rules of court in respect 
to the manner of perfecting an appeal, must be made at or before 
entering upon the hearing of the case. Rose v. Baker, 328. | 


Ii the judgment from which the appeal is taken be in favor. of a 
codefendant of the appellant, the latter should -serve the required 
notices and case upon such eodefendant, as he thereby becomes the 
adverse party. Jbid. . 


Nothing to the contrary appearing, it will be presumed that an under- 
_ taking on appeal was filed at the date of the justification. It is, how- 


_ ever, competent to show that it was filed at another time. H armon Vv. 


Herndon, 477. 


The failure to give an undertaking on appeal within the prescribed 
time, is not such an irregularity as contemplated by the statute, Laws _ 
1887, ch. 121. Ibid. 7 
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18. This Court cannot permit the case on appeal, appearing in the record, 
to be varied or amended by adding thereto matters suggested to the 
Court upon affidavit. Only questions presented in the record can be 
considered. Covington v. Newberger, 523. 


19. The finding by a judge below of the facts of the loss of a record, upon 
which secondary evidence of its contents is offered, is conclusive, and 
not the subject of review in the Supreme Court. Leak v. Covington, 
559. | : 


20. Under the practice in this State, where the record shows a motion for 
a new trial for certain alleged errors, only such errors will be con- 
sidered in the Supreme Court, all other exceptions taken at the trial 
being treated as abandoned. Ibid. 


21, Unless the error complained of is assigned in the record, the judgment 
will be affirmed, if it be one the Court could give consistently with 
the record. Anthony v. Estes, 598. 


22. When a motion was heard at chambers, by consent, it cannot be 
objected in the Supreme Court that it should have been heard in 
term. Ibid. 


.. 28. It is bad practice to send up the pleadings, motions, affidavits, orders, 
ete, as the case on appeal by agreement. Ibid. 


- When ruling of judge reviewable on, 400. 
APPRAISEMEN T. 

Procedure in condemnation of land, 131. 
ARREST. | 

When officer may, 319. 


ARREST, ORDER OF. 
When continues in Cored. 280. 


ASSIGNMENT. | 
When defendant cannot deny, 54, 
Of judgment in claim and delivery, 233. 


BETTERMENTS. 
; _ Not permitted to enjoy without compensation, 85. 
Compensation for, must be passed on by the jury, 395. 


BILLS, BONDS AND PROMISSORY NOTES. 


Where upon the presentation of an order for the payment of money ‘the 
drawee declined to accept it, alleging that the drawer had overdrawn, 
but retained the order, and subsequently said, “I think there will be 
money enough—it will be all right—I will pay it,” but there was no 
written acceptance: Held, that this conduct amounted to an accept- 

ance in law. Short v. Blount, 49, 
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BOND—ADMINISTRATION. 
Conditions of, 425. 


BOND—GUARDIAN’S. 
Clerk reliable, when, 4. 


BURDEN OF PROOF. 
| When on plaintiff, 76. 
In contributory negligence, 241. ; 
When on appellant, 268. 


CANVASSING BOARDS. See Elections. 


CERTIORARI. 

1. Where it appears from the return of the writ of certiorari that the 
original record has been lost or destroyed, so that a transcript cannot 
be made, the Supreme Court will not direct further action until the 
record is restored or substituted. Nichols v. Dunning, 82. (See same 
case, 91 N. C., 4.) 

2. The writ of certiorari will not be granted where the petitioner failed 
to perfect his appeal by reason of an agreement between the parties 
that lapse of time should not deprive him of the appeal, if they 
failed to compromise the matter, and it was alleged by the respondent, 
put not denied by the petitioner, that a compromise was effected. The 
writ is allowed when the petitioner is guilty of no laches, or has been 
misled by the opposing party. Williamson v. Boykin, 238. 


| When not granted, 127. 


CLAIM AND DELIVERY. 
When not maintainable, 135. 


Judgment for costs in, 219. 


CLERK SUPERIOR COURT. 


1. Clerks of the Superior Court are liable upon their official bonds for all 
losses sustained by reason of their failure to require proper security 
upon guardian bonds. Topping v. Windley, 4. es 


2. Neither the clerk nor his sureties will be heard to deny that a guardian, 
appointed by the former, improperly received funds which he is shown 
to have taken possession of for his ward. Ibid. 


3. The measure of damages in an action upon a clerk’s or guardian’s bond 
for a failure to perform any duty required of them is the amount of 
the principal received, with compound interest at six per cent until 
the ward arrives.at full age. Jbid.” 


When duties of, ministerial, 115. 
Memorandum of, 127. 
CLOUD UPON TITLE. 
| Jurisdiction to afford relief, 168. 
COLOR OF TITLE. 
Deed by married woman, when, 270. 
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Ground for refusing, 1738. 
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CONSTITUTION. 
Laws 1887, ch. 137, see. 84, not in conflict with, 62. . 


CONTEMPT. 


1, While a court may by imprisonment, reasonable in its duration, compel 
obedience to any of its proper mandates, its power to punish for con-— 
tempt in disregarding its orders is restricted to the penalties pre- 
scribed in section 649 of the Code. In re Patterson, 407. 


2. Where an agent of another State, having the custody of an alleged fugi-. 
tive under an extradition warrant, apprehending an attempt at rescue, 
had procured two citizens of this State to accompany him as protec- 
tion against violence, and being served with a writ of habeas corpus, 
commanding him to take the. prisoner before a judge, refused to obey 
the writ and escaped with him from the jurisdiction of the court, and 
there was no evidence that the persons acting as guards had actual 
custody of the prisoner, though they were present when the writ was 
read, and knew its contents, nor that they aided or counseled the 
agent to resist or evade the process: Held, that the persons acting 
as such guard did not have the custody of the fugitive, and were not 
guilty of contempt for failure to surrender him to the officer charged 
with the execution of the writ. Jbid. 


8. It is the duty of the judge, to whom an application for the writ of 
habeas corpus is made, to issue it, if the petition is made in con- 
formity to the statute; and it is likewise the duty of all persons to 
respect and obey it.. If it has been obtained upon false statements, 
or by the suppression of facts which would prevent its issue, it will 
be dismissed upon the hearing. Until this is done every person who 
wilfully disobeys its commands or unlawfully resists or counsels re- 
sistance to its execution, is in contempt, and may be summarily 
punished therefor. Jbid. 


CONTINGENT REMAINDER. See Remainder. 


CONTRACT. 


‘1. The specific performance of a parol contract to convey land will not be 
enforced, unless the person charged with the execution thereof sub- | 
mits to a decree, or unless he admits the contract and does not insist 
upon the statute of frauds. Pitt v. Moore, 85. 


2. Although a parol contract for the sale of land will not be enforced, the 
law will not permit him who repudiates it to enjoy the benefits of the 
labor and money expended in the. betterment of the property by one 
relying on the contract, without compensation. Jbid. ; 


3. One who enters under a license and makes improvements which perma- 
nently enhance the value of the property is protected by the same 
principle. Jbid. 


4, Where one stands by in silence and sees work done or material fur- 
nished for work done upon premises belonging to him, of which he 
accepts the benefit, a promise to pay the value thereof may be 
inferred from the circumstances. Blount v. Guthrie, 98. 


5. Therefore, where the defendant contracted with R. to build a house, 
including the necessary plumbing for gas and water, under the super- 
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vision of an architect, and R. contracted with the plaintite to furnish 
the materials and do the plumbing, but R. was discharged before 
completing his contract, the defendant taking charge of the work and 
the plaintiff subsequently completed his: Held, (1) that there was 
some evidence to go to the jury that the defendant had assumed to 
pay the amount due the plaintiff under his contract; but (2) that this 
was an inference of fact for the jury and not of law for the court, 
and it was error to instruct the jury that the law implied a promise 
to pay from these facts. Ibid. 


. A contract, endorsed on a ticket for passage to a place and return, 


between a common carrier and a passenger, that the latter shall 
identify himself as the original purchaser of the ticket and have it 
stamped by the former’s agent at a particular place, is a simple con- 
tract, and any of its provisions may be waived in parol. Taylor v. 
R. R., 185. 


To show such waiver it is competent to prove that the agent of the 


carrier, other than that at the station designated in the contract, 
recognized the ticket by permitting the passenger to identify himself 
and by stamping it for the return trip. Jbid. 


8. Coverture disables a woman to enter into a binding contract, but it 


does not constitute a protection for her fraud, and if she repudiates 
her promises she must surrender what she has acquired by reason of 
them. Walker v. Brooks, 207. 


Where it appeared that the father had delivered to his daughter—a 


married woman—property of the value of one thousand and seventy 
dollars, and took her bond payable on demand for six hundred and 
seventy dollars, but made no charge against her upon his books of 
advancements: Held, (1) that the difference between the value of 
the property and the bond was not intended as an advancement, but a 
gift; (2) that although the payment of the bond could not be enforced, 
the obligor was not entitled to participate in the distribution of her 
father’s estate until she paid it or submitted to have it charged 
against her. Jbid. 


10. The specific performance of a contract is not a matter of absolute right, 


but rests in the sound discretion of the court; if the contract is op- 
pressive or will enable one of the parties to obtain an inequitable ad- 
vantage in consequence of unforeseen events, a court of equity will not 
interfere, but leave the parties to their remedy at law. Ramsay v. 
Gheen, 215. 


11. Where a father executed a bond conditioned to convey to his daughter 


certain lands if she and her husband should move to his home, live 
with him, cultivate and manage his farm and support him, and he 
died shortly thereafter while the obligees were engaged in making 
the necessary removal—they having furnished some necessary sup- 
plies: Held, that a specific performance would not be decreed. Jbid. 


12. Where the husband entered upon land under a contract for its purchase, 


paid the price, but died before a conveyance was made to him, leaving 
his widow in possession: Held, that the vendor could not recover from 
her the possession of the land, and that upon a verdict being ren- 
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dered establishing the fact of the payment of the purchase money, she 
was entitled to judgment, notwithstanding the heirs at law of her 
husband were not parties to the action. Love v. McClure, 290. 


13. Where parties reduce their entire agreement to writing, whether under 
seal or not, parol evidence will not be admitted to alter it unless for 
fraud or mistake; but if the whole contract is not put in writing, or 
if the instrument is ambiguous in meaning, parol evidence is admis- 
sible, not to contradict but to make plain the agreement of the parties. 
Cumming v. Barber, 332. 


14. A declaration of a party to such agreement, expressive of his under- 
standing of it, is competent against his assignee, though. made prior 
to the assignment. Ibid. 


15. It appearing that the written contract is uncertain in its terms, it is 
proper to submit to the ee, an issue as to the agreement between the 
parties. Jbid. 


16. Where, in a lease of a mill and fixtures, it was stipulated that the 
lessee should insure the property for a fixed sum in the name and for 
the benefit of the lessor, and that upon the destruction of the property 
by fire the lessee had the option to rebuild—in which event be entitled 
to the insurance money—or pay a certain sum asthe value of the 
property, and the property was destroyed, and the lessee offered to 
rebuild if the insurance money was paid to him, but the lessor refused 
to do so until the rebuilding was complete: Held, that the lessee was 
discharged from liability on his contract. Ibid. 


17. While standing treeg so far partake of the realty that a eonttact for 
their sale is within the statute of frauds, if the contract is in con- 
templation of their severance from the land, whereby they would 
become personalty, the rules in respect to identity of personal property 
become applicable. Carpenter v. Medford, 495. 


18. The sale of a portion of a larger number of articles of personal prop- 
erty, not identified upon the face of the contract, is valid, if at the 
time they are separated and understood by the parties. Ibid. 


CORPORATIONS. 


1. One who participates in the irregular or fraudulent organization or 
operation of a corporation will not be permitted to shelter himself 
from responsibility to its creditors by showing the invalidity of the 
organization. As to creditors and others dealing with them, the stock- 

- holders in such organization are a corporation de facto and liable, at. 
least, to the extent of the capital stock subscribed by them. Poundry 
Co. v. Killian, 501. 


2. The capital stock, including unpaid subscriptions eed of a corpora- 
tion constitute a trust fund for the benefit of creditors of the cor- 
poration, and the creditors have a right to examine into the affairs of 
the corporation to ascertain if the subscriptions of stock have been 
paid, and how. Ibid. 


8. Each subscriber for stock in a corporation ficeeby becomes liable for 
the amount of stock subscribed by him, and he ean only be discharged 
by paying money or money’s worth in the manner proyaged by the 
charter and by-laws. Jbdid. 
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CORPORATIONS—Continued. 
4, A subscriber cannot discharge his liability as ree creditors for his 
subseription by substituting Shares paid up Py another subscriber. 
Lbid. 
5. Parol evidence will not be received to vary the terms of subscription, 
or to show a discharge from liability on the part of a stockholder, in 
any other way than that prescribed by the charter and by-laws. Ibid. 


CORPORATIONS—MUNICIPAL. 
1. Municipal corporations can impose no taxes oT such as are author- 
ized by their charters. Winston v. Taylor, 210. 
2. The charter of the town of Winston authorizes the imposition of 
privilege or license taxes upon trades, ete. Jbid. 


8. One who, in the prosecution of his business as a tobacco manufacturer, 
buys leaf tobacco in the town of Winston to be manufactured in a 
place without the town is liable to the penalty imposed by the cor- 
poration for refusal to pay the tax upon the occupation of dealer in 
leaf tobacco, though he may be a nonresident. Ibid. 


4. Counties are not liable for torts unless such liability is imposed by 
statute. Threadgill v. Commissioners, 352. 


5. The authorities of municipal corporations must provide the means and 
employ the agencies to perform the duties imposed upon them, and 
for neglect to do so may be liable in damages; but they are not re- 
quired to perform such duties by their own labor. Jbid. 


COUNTERCLAIM. 
When defendant may prosecute, 363. 


COUNTIES. See “Corporations, Municipal.” 


COUNTY COMMISSIONERS. 


i. The duties imposed upon the boards of county commissioners in respect 
to the induction of persons to the offices to which they may have been 
elected are more than merely ministerial; they are quasi judicial; 
and for an honest error in their exercise the commissioners are not 
liable either civilly or criminally. Hannon v. Grizzard, 161. 


2. The ruling in same case, reported in 96 N, C., 293, is reaffirmed. Jbid. 
- Actions against, 352. 


COURTS. 
Terms of, 70. 


DAMAGES. | 
By negligence of railroad, only actual, 298. 
When liable to, in use of machinery, 149. 
See also (Negligence). | 
DECLARATIONS. 
- When irrelevant, 135, 
Of heir, when incompetent, 290. 
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DEED. 


‘1, A deed conveying ‘‘a certain tract of land, including the mill seat and 
mill, known as the Jethro R. Franklin mill, embracing as far as high 
water mark, and bounded as follows,” etc., is a conveyance of the 
land covered by the waters of the mill-pond as far as the high water 
mark, notwithstanding this construction should produce a wide vari- 
ance between the amount of land embraced in this boundary and that 
mentioned in the deed. Jones v. Parker, 18. 


2. A conveyance, if made with intent to hinder creditors, is void, although 
upon a sufficient consideration, if the vendee had knowledge of the 
purpose for which it was made. Jbid. 


3. Where it is admitted or proved that an instrument, executed in pur- 
suance of a prior agreement, by which both parties meant to abide, 
is inconsistent with the purpose for which it was designed; or that 
by reason of some mistake of both parties it fails to express their 
intention, a court of equity will correct it, although the mistake be one 
of law. Kornegay v. Everett, 30. 


4. The proof of such mistake must be full and clear—such as would have 
satisfied a chancellor or court of equity under the former practice— 
before the relief will be administered. Jbid. 


5. Where J. conveyed a tract of land to his daughter M. “and the lawful 
heirs of her body. . . . To have and hold to her, the said M., her 
natural life and her children; should she die not leaving any children, 
then to her husband, D., his natural life. . . . Provided, that the 
said D. keeps the fences and ditches in good repair,” and M. died 
leaving one child surviving, but which died without issue: Held— 


(1) That M. took an estate for life and her child the remainder in fee, 
and upon the death of the latter the estate vested in D. as the heir 
of the ¢hild. Jarvis v. Davis, 387. 


(2) That the condition of the proviso attached to the life estate of D., 
of which he would have been seized upon the death of his wife without 
issue; but as that contingency had not occurred it was inoperative, 
and D. held the estate as the heir of the child, unaffected by the con- 
dition, Jbdid. 


6. The registration of a deed or other instrument upon proof of execution 
‘before a commissioner of affidavits, without the adjudication of the 
clerk of the Superior Court having jurisdiction, is invalid as against 
creditors and purchasers for value. The distinction between probates 
by clerks of the Superior Courts and commissioners of affidavits 
pointed out. Hvans v. Etheridge, 48. 


7. The description in a deed of “a tract of land lying in Greene County, | 
N. C., adjoining the lands of P. L. and R. N., situate on the east side 
of the road leading from Jerusalem church to Patrick Lynch’s, it 
being a portion of their part of the original P. tract and containing 
fifty acres,” is not so vague and uncertain that parol evidence may 
not be received to aid in the identification of ume land intended to be 
conveyed. Hdwards v. Bowden, 80. 


8. A deed signed by a married woman with her husband, and delivered to 
the vendee, is color of title, though her privy examination has not 
been taken. Perry v. Perry, 270. 
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9. 


10. 
11. 
12; 


13. 


14, 


15. 


Deeds in trust and mortgages conveying personal property must be 
registered in the county where the maker resides, except where he is 
a nonresident, in which case they must be registered in the county 
where the property or some part thereof is situate, otherwise they are 
void as against creditors and purchasers for value... Weaver v. 
Chunn, 431. 


The vendees in a conveyance to secure creditors are purchasers for 


_ valuable consideration. Ibid. 


No legal estate in lands will pass until the deed of conveyance has been 


_ duly proved and registered. Anderson v. Logan, 474. 


Where it appears that the evidence upon which the probate was taken 
is essentially defective, a registration thereon is void. Ibid. 


It is not now necessary that the witnesses to prove the signatures of 
dead or nonresident witnesses to or makers of a deed shall state the 
grounds upon which their opinion of the genuineness of the signatures 
is formed; but it is necessary that they shall depose that they are 
well acquainted with the handwriting of the subscribing persons, and 
that their signatures are genuine. Ibid. 


Courts will, in the construction of a deed, interpret the phraseology 
in such a way as to effectuate the intention of the makers, but cannot 
supply and interpolate words essential to its validity, although satis- 
fied that the makers of the instrument failed to make it what they 
intended. Cadell v. Allen, 542. 


In an action brought for that purpose instruments may be eee 
and corrected by the courts; but this cannot be done where the 
alleged mistake appears incidentally in the trial of an action purely 
legal in its character, and to which all the persons whose rights would 
be affected by the proposetl correction are not parties. Ibid. 


Construction of, 18. 
When void, 21. . 
When equity will correct, 30. i 


Whether absolute or as security, 157. 
Correction of, 436, 542, 


DEMURRER. 
When sustained, 148. 
When not sustained, 165. 
When must go to whole matter, 198. 


When defendants’ remedy is by, 559. 


DESCRIPTION. 
In deed, when parol evidence received to identify land, 80. 


In will, when not void, 286. 


DEVISE. See Will. 
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DOWER. 


1. The sheriff is not required to attest the report of the jury to ioe 
dower. Brickhouse wv. Sutton, 103. 


2. The right of the wife to dower is paramount to and does oe arise from 
the estate of the heir, but is a continuation of that of the Husband: 
Love v. McCture, 290. 


8. The declarations of the heir of the husband are not seinctean against 
the widow upon the trial of an action wherein it is sought to defeat 
her right to dower. Ibid. 


4. A dowress may use and also sell fallen or dead trees, as the use of. 
such belongs to her, and does not in law impair the inheritance. She 
may clear for cultivation as much of the land as a prudent owner of 
the fee would do, and sell the timber cut in doing sc. In clearing 
land she must have due regard to the proportion of wooded and 
cleared land on the dower. King v. Miller, 588. 


DRUMMERS. 
When principal liable for hotel bills of, 523. 


ELECTION. 
When made binding, 227. 


- ELECTIONS. 

1. While the General Assembly may not have the authority to authorize 
a municipal corporation to impose.a tax upon a majority of the votes 
cast at an election held for the purpose of ascertaining the will of the 
people, yet, if in fact a@ majority of the qualified voters, as provided 
by the Constitution, Art. VII, see. 7, do vote in favor of the tax, 
its collection will not be enjoined. Rigsbee v. Durham, 341. 


2. It is incumbent upon those who are -charged with the duty of holding 
and ascertaining the results of an election, where a majority of the 
qualified votes is necessary to authorize the imposition of a tax, to 

. serutinize the registration books and eliminate from them the names 
of all persons who do not possess the requisite qualifications. Ibid. 


3. In the exercise of this duty they may act upon their own knowledge, 
and they may administer oaths and examine witnesses. Ibid. 


4, The result of the election thus declared is prima facie evidence of its 
correctness, and the burden is upon him who asserts the contrary to 
prove it. Ibid. 


5. In an action to declare an election void and restrain the imposition of 
a tax thereunder, upon the ground of fatal irregularities or other 
defects, the complaint should set forth specifically the facts which it 
is insisted avoided the election—a general allegation that a majority 
of the qualified voters did not vote for the proposition is too vague. : 
bid, ) 7 

6. In an action to declare an election void upon the ground of irregulari- | 
ties, the courts have jurisdiction, and it is their duty to ascertain and 
declare the true result; and if it shall be thus ascertained that a 
majority of the qualified voters cast their ballots for the proposition 
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ELECTIONS—Continued. _ ae 
- gubmitted, as a general rule the result will be enforced, though ner 
appear to be irregularities in the manner of fonducone the election 

and canvass. Ibid. 


7 The registration books are prima tals avidene ae the number of quali- 
fied voters, but without other support it is not sufficient to o overcome 
the evidence of the legal declaration of the persons authorized to hold 
the election, that a different number was the true one. Ibid. 


Duty of county commissioners, in peeare to, 161. 


EMINENT DOMAIN. 

1, The sum assessed against the owner of land over which a railroad is 
constructed for benefits arising therefrom cannot exceed that which 
may be assessed in his favor for damages, and must be for those 
benefits which are special to the owner, and not such as he shares in 
common with other persons. R. R. v. Smith, 131. 


2. It is not necessary that the commissioners appointed to assess benefits 
and damages should set forth in their award the particulars in which 
they consisted; and nothing to the contrary appearing, it will be pre- 
sumed that they acted upon the proper rules in estimating the assess- 
ments. Ibid. ; 


EQUITY. 
- A eourt of equity will never refuse to lend its aid to relieve a party where 
be has been in continuous possession of the estate to which the equity 
is incident. Hemphill v. Hemphill, 436. 


When a court of, will aid a party, 486. 


ESTOPPEL. 

A judicial determination of the issues in one action is a bar to a subse- 
quent one between the same parties having the same object in view, 
although the form of the latter and the precise relief sought therein 
is different from the former. Hdwards v. Baker, 258. 


Of guardian from denying appointment, 367. 


EVIDENCE. 
1. The return of an officer reciting a levy is only primis facie evidence of 
the fact. Perry v. Hardison, 21. 


2, The fact that property, the title to which is in dispute, sold under -execu- 
tion brought a price far below its true value is no evidence of fraud. 
Ibid. 


3. The facts that the eneedee was sued, that he executed a mortgage 
to one in his employment who had no other means of subsistence than 
his labor to secure wages partly due and yet to become due, that the 
deed was falsely dated, that the mortgagor remained in possession and 
the mortgagee was a son-in-law of the mortgagor, are evidence to be 
considered by a referee or jury upon the bona fides of the deed, and 
their finding thereon is conclusive. Jbvid. 


4. The defendant being indebted to the plaintiff gave an order on M. for 
the amount. The plaintiff swore that he received the order with the 
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understanding that it should be credited only in the seat’ it was paid, 
while the defendant testified that he did not remember any such un- 
derstanding. -The plaintiff sent the order by another person to M. 
with instructions to bring it back if it was not paid. M. accepted it, 


_ but refused to return. it, saying the pane was indebted to him. 


Held— _- 


(1) There was some evidence to go to ‘the jury that the sdshie ene 


the order as a payment. 


(2) That it was the duty of the plaintiff to oe present the order 


and if then payment was refused he might look to the drawer. 


. (8) That whether M.’s conduct was justifiable was a question between 


5. 


10. 


“41. 


12. 


138. 


him and the plaintiff, and could not affect the defendant. Knott v. 
| Whitfield, 16. 


Where, for the purpose of impeaching a a ecee. an Gaeteainent exe-_ 
cuted by him containing alleged contradictory statements was intro- 
duced, it was competent to permit the witness by way of explanation 
to testify that the instrument, although an absolute conveyance upon 
its face, was in fact intended as a security for a loan. Peck v. 
Manning, 157. 


. In determining whether a deed conveying property, aaolare in its 


terms, was intended as a security only, it is competent to show that 
the vendor remained in possession, exercised control over it, and that 
the vendee treated it as a security. Ibid. 


. The admission of immaterial evidence will not be snore to warrant 


a new trial, unless from its nature it is caleulated to and may have 
misled the jury. Livingston v. Dunlap, 258. 


. It is incumbent on the appellant to show that by the reception of imma- 


terial evidence he was probably prejudiced... J bid. 


. When act is competent evidence, what the actor says while doing it 


qualifying or explanatory of it is admissible as part of the res geste; 
put where the declarations are merely narrative of a past oecurrence 
they are not admissible. Simon v. Manning, 327. - 


The admissions made by one in possession of property, in respect to 
his ownership thereof, to an officer who is about to seize it under 


execution are competent against him upon: the trial of an ‘issue involvy- 


ing the title. Ibid. 


‘But such admissions cannot be proved’ by the unsworn declarations of 
the person to whom they were made. Ibid. . 


While a mistake in a deed cannot be corrected, or a deed absolute upon 
its face converted into a trust upon a mere preponderance of the evi- 
dence, or without proof of some fact de hors the deed inconsistent 


with the idea of absolute ownership, yet if issues are submitted to a 


jury without objection, and no exceptions are taken to the testimony 
and no instructions requested, the finding of fact by the jury cannot 


. ‘be reversed by the trial court sitting as a chancellor, or " by the 


Supreme Court on appeal. Hemphill v. Hemphill, 436. 


By a contract in writing and duly registered the vendor sold “nine 
‘walnut trees. on my premises, on the waters of Pigeén River, aaehaie 
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County (Township No. 4), N.C.” At-the time of the sale the trees 
were selected, measured and marked, but were not identified in the 
contract: Held, that parol evidence was competent to identify them, 
and if identified the title perce upon the . sale. Carpenter v. Med- . 
ford, 495. . . 


14, Where mere is no evidsnie: or oni a scintifla of evident: or the evi- 
dence is not sufficient, in a just and reasonable view of it, to warrant 
an inference of any fact in issue, the court should not leave.the issue 
to be passed upon by the jury, but should direct a verdict against the 
party upon whom the burden of proof rests. Covington v. Newberger, 
523. <n me: 


15. When a judge at the close of the testimony intimates that in no reason- 
able view of the evidence can the plaintiff recover, in deference to 
which the plaintiff submits to a nonsuit and appeals, the evidence 
must be accepted as true in this Court, and taken in the most favor- 
able light for the appellant, because the jury might have een that 
view of it. Springs: v. Schenck, 551. 


16. The record in a suit upon an administration bond against a surety and 
the personal representatives of another surety in which a nol. pros. 
was entered as to them and judgment rendered against their intes- 
tate’s co-surety, is evidence and prima facie proof in a suit by him 
for contribution against said personal pep rescntneves as to the dam- 
ages. Leak v. Covington, 559. 


17. The credit to be given to evidence is a question exéiustvely in the 
province of a jury. Jbid. 


18. In an action of waste it is not error to permit the defendant, a life 
tenant, to prove that the usage in that part of the country in which 
the premises are situate was to treat and manage lands of the char- 
acter of that in controversy in the matter in which defendant had 
treated the locus in quo; (2) nor is it error to permit a farmer of. 
the vicinity to testify that in his opinion the defendant had done no 
more (in the nature of waste) than was necessary to make a living 
out of the land, such evidence being competent to repel a charge of 
reckless and wanton misuse of the premises. King v. Miller, 583. 


Of appointment of guardian, 4. 

What necessary for equity to correct deed, 30. 

When parol proves description, 80. | 

Of promise to pay, 93. | 

Of service of process, 103, 

To accompany report of referee, 118. 
To show waiver of contract, 185. 

Presumption rebutted by parol, 227. 

In contributory negligence, 241. 
| - When parol competent to identify land, 286. 
_ Declarations « of heir not competent, 290. 
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EVIDENCE—Continued. 
When parol, may and may not alter contract, 332. 


' Declarations of assignor, when competent, 332. 


Prima facie, of result of election, 341. 


Registration books, prima facie of number of voters, 341. 


As to scroll or seal, 469. 
For probate of deeds, 474. 
Parol, on part of stockholder, 501. 


EXCEPTIONS. 
When Supreme Court will not entertain, 280. 


EXECUTORY DEVISE. 
Construction of, 308. 


EXECUTORS AND ADMINISTRATORS. 


1. When the statute of limitations would be available to the personal 
representative of a deceased person against the demand of a creditor, . 
it is also available to the heir in protecting the real estate. Smith v. 
Brown, 377. 


. The statute of limitations for the protection of estates of deceased 
persons from judgments rendered against the personal representatives 
begin to run from the date of the judgment, irrespective of the time 
of the accruing of the original cause of action, such cause of action 
being merged in the judgment. Ibid. 


. The various statutes directing the manner in which estates of deceased 
persons shall be administered and settied—discriminating between 
those where administration was granted prior and subsequent to 
1 July, 1869—do not affect the operations of the statute of limitations, 
but only apply to the mode of procedure of settlement. Ibid. 


. Where the period of two years elapsed from the death or removal of an 
administrator and the appointment of his successor, and the latter 
began his action within one year after his qualification: Held, that 
this was within the spirit of section 164 of The Code, and the time 
intervening between: the two administrations should not be computed. 
Ibid, 


. The requirement that to avail himself of the seven years statute the 
personal representative must show that he has made due advertise- 
ment, is confined to the original administration, and does not apply 
to administration de bonis non. Ibid. 


. Until the final accounts of administrators and itis ‘are properly 
filed, made and audited, the statute of limitations prescribed in The 
Code, sec. 154, will not begin to run. Reaves v. Davis, 425. 


. The measure of the liability of a surety upon an administrator’s bond 
is the amount of assets shown to have been or which should have 
been received by his principal; a general allegation and finding that 
the administrator mismanaged ne estate will not extend the liability 
of the fees Ibid. fe 34 
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EXECUTORS AND ADMINISTRATORS—Continued. 
8. The conditions of an administration bond include responsibilty for 


proceeds of real estate sold for the payment of debts. Ibid. 


9. Where the administration was granted and bond filed in November, 


1870, and suit was brought against the administrator upon a debt due 
from his intestate in 1876, which resulted in judgment for the 
creditor in 1879, and this not being paid, suit was instituted on the 
administration bond in June, 1881, to recover the amount due on said 
judgment: Held, that the action was not barred as against either the 
administrator or the sureties. Ibid. 


10. Where a judgment is obtained against executors upon a debt due by 


their testator and upon a reference ordered in the cause to state an 


account of the administration, it is ascertained that the executors 
have not enough assets. derived from the personalty to satisfy the 
judgment, but that they have sufficient funds in hand derived from 
the sale of the real estate of their testator—the real estate having been 


sold by the devisees and the proceeds turned over by them to the 


executors: Held, that it was not error to order the payment of the 
judgment out of the proceeds of the realty in the hands of the execu- 
tors, although the devisees were not parties to the action, and no 
special proceeding to make real estate assets had been brought against 
such devisees by the executors. Dickerson v. Wilcoxon, 535. 


When administrator de bonis non entitled to sell real estate, 377. 


EXEMPTIONS. : 
A homestead allotted by the Federal Courts in bankruptcy proceedings is 


FACTS. 


by the authority of the acts of Congress and the Constitution, statutes 
and judicial decisions of North Carolina have no application to it, 
save in respect to the measure of the allotment, which has been 
adopted by the statute of the United States. Murray v. Hazell, 168. 


° 


Finding of by referee, when eonclusive, 425. 


Finding of by judge, when conclusive, 539. 


See also Questions of Fact and Law. 


FIXTURES. 
If the owner of personal ‘Diopbee affixes it to the premises of another 


for a temporary purpose, and under an agreement with the owner of 
the soil that such property may be removed when the purpose is 
accomplished, it will not merge its character as personalty in the 
land to which it has been attached, nor will the title thereby pass from 
the owner. Freeman v. Leonard, 274. 


FRAUD. 
Sale, when evidence of, 21. 


What facts, to be considered, 21, 
Conveyance void for, 18. 


FRAUDULENT, 
Sale by administrator, when, 375. 
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GUARDIAN AND WARD. 


z; 


ce 


10. 


The record of the appointment of a ae is sufficient evidence of 
such appointment. Topping v. Windley, 4 


Where a guardian keeps no accounts and makes no report of his trust, 


as a general rule he will not be allowed commissions. Ibid. 


. A surety on a guardian’ s bond, the principal being dead, is a competent 


witness to prove the insolvency of the bond. Ibid. 


. A guardian will not be permitted to use more than the accruing profits | 


of his ward’s estate in the maintenance and education of the ward, 
except with the sanction of the court, or in extreme cases of urgent 
necessity. Tharingion v. Tharington, 118. 


. Where a portion of the fund due the ward was from the proceeds of 
' the gale of lands in 1859, and she married shortly thereafter and 


attained full age in 1861: Held, that the interests and profits accruing 
thereon after marriage belonged to the husband as tenant by the 
ecurtesy, and the payment to him by the guardian was proper, Ibid. 


. Where it appeared that there was a balance due a ward in 1862, in the 


hands of the administrator; that the ward was of age and was mar- 
ried; that there was ho suggestion of the insolvency of the adminis- 
trator, though he afterwards became insolvent by the results of war: 
Held, that under the peculiar circumstances the guardian was not 
liable for more than nominal damages for failure to collect from the 
administrator. Jbdid. 


. It seems that the husband and coplaintiff of a ward will be required, in 


an action against a guardian for a settlement, to account to the latter 
for any payments made to him for his wife, though they were such 
for which the wife may not be chargeable. Ibid. 


. Where it appeared that L. had qualified as guardian of his infant son 


before a deputy clerk, and had executed and filed a bond, without 
security, but there was no record made of the appointment, and it 
further appeared that he had acted as guardian: Held, that neither 
he nor his personal representatives would be permitted to say that no 
such appointment had been made. Latham v. Wilcox, 367. 


. In a settlement of a guardian’s accounts he should be charged with 


compound interest on all moneys collected, or which he might have 
_ collected for his ward. Ibid. 


Where the ward was also one of the heirs and distributees of the 
guardian, and it appeared that he was entitled to receive a consider- 
able sum as such, in the absence of any evidence to the contrary, it 
will be presumed that any sums paid him by the personal representa- 
tive of the guardian were on account of his distributive share— 
particularly where the answer of the personal representatives in an 
action for a settlement of the suandlanenp denied the fact of the 
‘guardianship. Jbid. eg 


HABEAS CORPUS. | 
Duty of judge in, 407. 


HANDWRITING. 
What necessary to prove, 474. 
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HOMESTEAD. 
| Exemptions discussed, 168. 


HOTEL KEEPER'S ee See Liens, 
INJ UNCTION. 


1. 


oo 


Where it was alleged by one seeking an injunction against execution 
in which he represented that he was only surety (but that fact did 
not appear in the judgment), that a contest was pending between the 
judgment creditors and the principal debtor as to the allotment of the 
latter’s homestead: Held, that this was not sufficient to authorize 
the court to grant an injunction to restrain the enforcement of the 
execution against the surety. Gatewood v. Burns, 357. 


. An injunction will not be granted to stay an execution regularly issued 


upon a judgment, because the judgment creditor threatens, or has had 
it levied upon property not subject to execution, or upon real property 
belonging to another. A sale under such circumstances would not pass 
title, and the true owner of the land woule. not thereby be a to 
irreparable injury. 


. The jurisdiction to issue injunctions and restraining orders may be 
- exercised at any time after the commencement of the action and 


- before judgment. Fleming v. Patterson, 404. 


ea 10, 


. The issuing of the summons is the commencement of the action; and 


it is not necessary that it shall be served before the injunction or 
restraining order is made. Ibid. 


. One, who wilfully disobeys an injunction or restraining order is guilty 


of contempt, though the summons in the action may HOF have been 


. served upon. him. bid. . 
. If a party, who has obtained a temporary restraining order, does not 


appear and ask for its continuance at the time fixed for the hearing, 
the application may be dismissed without going into the merits. 
Coward v. Chastain, 448. : 


. The proper remedy against the enforcement of a judgment, by a party 


thereto, is not by injunction, but by a proceeding.in the cause, where 
the relief may be administered by recalling or modifying the process, 
and in the meanwhile issuing a supersedeas. I bid. 


. Upon an application for an injunction, it is not sufficient to simply 


allege that the plaintiff will suffer irreparable damage—he must. set 
out the facts so the court may determine the necessity for its inter- 
vention. Lewis v. Lumber Ce., 11. 


; AS a general rule an injunction will not be granted shade the plaintife 


may be comperisated in damages. I bid. 


Where the plaintiff sought to enjoin the defendant from autine and 
carrying away timber from lands which both parties claimed, and 
- each offered strong proofs in support of his titles; and it appeared 


_ that the defendant had in good faith expended: large Sums of money 


in establishing and prosecuting its business and great loss might result 
from arresting it: Held, that the court should have required a bond 
from the defendant to indemnify for the value of the timber, and if 
need be appoint a receiver, before resorting to an injunction. Jbid. 
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INJ UN CTION—Continued. 


11. The act of the General Assembly (ch. 137, sec. 84, Laws 1887) for- 
bidding the granting of injunctions to restrain the collection of any 
tax, unless such tax is levied for an illegal or unauthorized purpose, 
does not conflict with either the Federal or State Constitutions. 
R. R. v. Lewis, 62. 


12, An injunction to restrain the collection of taxes, which it is alleged, 
are levied for an unlawful or unauthorized purpose, will not be 
granted unless the facts are fully set forth from which the court can 
determine the character or object for which they are levied. A general 
allegation that the purpose was illegal or unauthorized, or that the 
assessment was in excess of the constitutional limitations, is insufii- 
cient. Mace v. Commissioners, 65. 


18. The prohibition against granting injunctions to restrain the collection 
of taxes, in chapter 137, section 84, Laws 1887, embraces those cases 
where it is alleged the tax is in excess of the constitutional limita- 
tions. Ibid. 


14. This case is controlled by the principle announced in R. R. v. Lewis 
and Mace v. Commissioners, ante, 65; Mathews v. Commissioners, 69. 


15. While the act of. 1885 (ch. 401) dispenses with the necessity for an 
allegation of insolvency of the persons against whom an injunction is 
sought to restrain a trespass continuous in its nature, or the cutting © 
of timber trees, it does not limit the discretion of the court to make 
such orders as may be necessary to protect the rights of the parties © 
pending the litigation; and where the trespass is admitted or proved, 
the court should require the defendants to execute a bond to secure 
the plaintiffs against any damages they may recover upon the final 
determination of the action, and upon failure to do so, appoint a 
receiver or make such other order as may be necessary to secure the 
rights of the parties. Ousby v. Neal, 146. 


When remainderman entitled to, 198. 
Guilty of contempt to disobey, 404. 


INNKEEPER’S LIEN. See Liens. 


INSOLVENCY. 
When surety can offer evidence of principal’ s, 559. 


INSURANCE. 
-Construction of contract of, 332. 


INSURANCE MONEY. 7 

Where a husband insures his life for the benefit of his wife and children, 
and the wife dies intestate, before her husband, leaving children, her . 
interest, after payment of her debts, goes to the husband, and upon 
his death to his personal representative—affirming Conigland v. 
Smith, 69 N. C., 308, to the effect that, upon delivery of a policy, the 
sum to be paid under it vests in interest in the beneficiary. Simmons 
uv. Biggs, 236. 


INTEREST. 
Charged in guardian’s account, 367. 
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INTERLOCUTORY ORDER. 
Appeal from, when not entertained, 255. 


INTERPRETATION. 
Of statutes, 70. 


ISSUES. 
1. The submission of irrelevant or immaterial issues to the jury is not, 
will not, warrant a new trial, where it cannot be seen that the appel- _ 
lant was prejudiced thereby. Cumming v. Barber, 332. 


2, Though the issues tendered by a defendant eliminated more distinctly 
the matters controverted in the pleadings than those adopted by the 
court, he hag no ground of complaint if the instructions to the jury 
raised every defense available to him under those he tendered. Mere- 
dith v. Coal Co., 576. 


In contributory negligence, 241. 
Judicial determination of, a bar, 258. 
Must be tendered before trial begins, 446. 


JOINDER OF ACTIONS. 
In special proceedings, 478. 


JUDGE'S CHARGE. 


1. The defendant being indebted to the plaintiff, gave an order on M. for 
the amount. The plaintiff swore that he received the order with the 
understanding that it should be credited only in the event it was paid, 
while the defendant testified that he did not remember any such un-— 
derstanding. The plaintiff sent the order by another person to M. 
with instructions to bring it back if it was not paid. M. accepted it, 
but refused to return it, saying the plaintiff was indebted to him: 
Held, that under the circumstances of this case it was not error to 
instruct the jury that the burden was on the plaintiff to make out his 
case by a preponderance of the evidence. Knott v. Whitfield, 76. 


2. The judge is not required to give instructions asked, and to which the 
party is entitled, in the words or in the order in which they are pre- 
sented; it is sufficient if they are substantially given. Newby v. Har- 
rell, 149. 


3. Where the judge’s charge involves a series of distinct propositions, the 
errors alleged must be distinctly pointed out, or they will not be 
noticed. Leak v. Covington, 559. 


_ 4, It is not proper. for a judge to give an instruction upon a speculative 
proposition not bearing on any of the issues in the case. Jbid. 


5, Where the defense to an action for damages resulting from an accident 
to the plaintiff, an employee of defendant’s railway, was a want of 
care and prudence on the part of the plaintiff and those identified 
with him; and there was evidence tending to sustain the defense: 

_ Held, that a charge, ignoring the plaintiff's negligence, or codperating 
agency in the accident, or that of those identified with Pe ig erro- 
. neous. Meredith v. Coal Co., 576. : . 
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JUDGMENT. 


1. 


10. 


Where the assignee of a judgment which had become dormant insti- 
tuted in his own name, as assignee, proceedings for leave to issue 
execution, to which the defendant was a party, but made no opposi- 
tion, and the leave was granted, the defendant and those claiming 
under him were concluded by those proceedings from denying the as-_ 
signment. Windley v. Bonner, dA. 


, If in an action to recover personal property the plaintiff sstubiienes 


title to a portion of the property which has been taken and delivered 
to him under claim and delivery proceedings, he will be entitled to 
_ judgment for his costs. Morton v. Horne, 219. 


; In respect to that portion which he fails to recover, the judgment should 


direct a return to the defendant, or that the value thereof, to be ascer- 
tained by the jury, should be paid him if a return cannot be made. 
Llobid. 


. After judgment in an action in which the defendant might have been 


arrested, and in which an order of arrest was duly served, the plain- 
tiff is entitled to a summary judgment against the sureties upon the 
defendant’s undertaking—it appearing that execution has been issued 
against his property and person without effect. Patton v. Gash, 280. 


_ All defendants in judgments for the payment of money are, as to the 


judgment creditor, principal debtors, and the creditor may proceed 
to enforce his judgment by execution against one or all, unless the 
verdict or judgment shows that the relation of surety existed, and 
this is endorsed upon the execution, In that event the officer must first 
proceed against the principal as directed by The Code, secs. 2100 and 
2101. Gatewood v. Burns, 357. | | 


. The power conferred upon the judge to set aside and vacate a judgment 


rendered against a party through his mistake, surprise or excusa- 
ble negligence, does not extend to those judgments which necessarily 
_ follow a verdict. Clemmons v. Field, 400. 


In judgments founded upon verdicts the relief should be by motion for 


a new trial, made at the term when rendered; and being addressed to 
the discretion of the trial judge, his ruling thereon is conclusive, 
unless it is based on a want of power, in which event it is ESICW ALIS 

on appeal, Ibid. 


. A judgment rendered against a person then dead—that fact being 


unknown to the court or the other parties—is not void, but is irregu- 
lar and voidable; and on the application of the proper representatives 
of the deceased, or by any. person having acquired interest in the 
subject-matter of the suit, after it was begun, under him, made in 
apt time, it will be vacated. The remedy in such case must be sought 
by a motion in the cause, and not by a separate action. Knott v. 
Taylor, 511. 3 | 


. AS a general rule, only the party against whom an irregular judgment 


is rendered ean complain of it. Ibid. 


In an action begun under the former practice, in which the judgment 
was rendered, since the adoption of the present system: Held, that 
an. application to set aside the judgment as irregular should be made 
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JUDGMENT—Continued. 


in the same manner as if the action had been Siaceneen since the 
adoption of The Code of Civil Procedure. Ibid. 


Cannot be collaterally attacked, 1. 

Appeal from, when not entertained, 255. 
When conclusive, 395. 
Power of judge to vacate, 400. 
-Relief—how sought, 400. 

Proper remedy against enforcement of, 448. 
When it cannot be collaterally attacked, 483. 
Indulging against principal, 581. 

_ Against executors, 535. 

_ Assignment of, 233. 

When former a bar, 258. 


JURISDICTION. 


1. A defendant is not entitled to have an action removed for trial from 
the State to the Federal Courts, under the Acts of Congress, unless 
the latter has original jurisdiction of the action. Foundry Co. v. 
Howland, 202. | 


2 When a proper case for removal is made out, no formal order to 
transfer the action is necessary—the State Court will simply suspend 
further proceedings mutes the Federal Court should remand the 
cause. Ibid. 


3. The statutes enacted to eure irregularities in respect to the jurisdic- 
tion of the courts in special proceedings are valid. Brickhouse v. 
Sutton, 103. : 


4, The recital in the record of a cause that the defendants therein had 

| been served with process is evidence that the service wag made and 
the court acquired jurisdiction of the persons. Such record cannot 
be attacked collaterally ; if assailed for irregularity it should be by a 
motion in the cause; if for fraud, and the action be ended, by inde- 
pendent suit. Jbid. 


5. The jurisdiction of the courts to afford relief against deeds or other 
instruments which cast a cloud upon the title to the property of the 
party complaining. extends only to those cases where the instrument 
has apparent validity, or where it is capable of being used to the 
prejudice of the true owner and he is without other remedy; nor will 
the court interfere where the deed cannot operate to the injury of 
the ewner of the property. Murray v. Hazell, 168. 


6. Except by consent, or in those eases specially permitted by the statutes, 
the judge of the Superior Court has no jurisdiction to hear a cause 
or make orders therein outside of the county in which the action is 
pending. McNeill v. Hodges, 248. — 


7. The Supreme Court has jurisdiction, in actions purely equitable, to 
review the evidence and findings of facts in the court below, where 
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JURISDICTION—Continued. 


the entire testimony, as it was offered and eehieea on the trial, is 


transmitted and can be considered upon the appeal; but it will not 


exercise this jurisdiction upon a fragmentary or summary statement 
of the evidence. Gatewood v. Burns, 357. 


8. In the application of this jurisdiction the Supreme Court may in cer- 


tain cases direct further testimony to be taken, or direct an issue of 


‘fact to be framed and remanded for trial by jury. Ibid. 


9. Whenever it appears upon the trial of a civil action.in a justice’s 


court, or upon the hearing of any appeal therefrom, that the title to. 
real estate is in controversy, the action must be dismissed for want of 
jurisdiction, notwithstanding that defense may not have been made 
in writing; as required by the statute, Code, | sec. 836. Hdwards v. 
Cowper, 421. 


10. When the action is based upon the tortious act of the defendant, and 


the damages are ascertained to be greater than fifty dollars; or 
where the right to recover involves a question of title, the question 
of jurisdiction is determined, and the plaintiff cannot avoid it by 
waiving the tort and declaring for the value of the property alleged 
to have been converted. Jbdid. 


- 11, Where the complaint in an action brought in the Superior Court against 


a husband and wife merely alleged a debt less than $200, and a lien 
in connection therewith, but afterwards, by consent, a second cause 
of action was added, in which it was alleged that said debt was — 
chargeable upon the separate estate of the wife, and judgment was 
demanded that the debt be enforced by a sale of her real property, if 
necessary: Held, that the court had jurisdiction, though it would not 
have had without the amendment. Planing Mills v. McNinch, 517. 


12. While consent may not give jurisdiction generally, when a complaint 


does not show jurisdiction as to parties and subject-matter, the par- 
ties can consent to an amendment whereby such jurisdiction does 
appear. Ibid. 


18. It.seems that the court has power to allow such amendment without 


consent of defendants. Jbid. 


Of Federal and State courts, 202. 
To declare an election void, 341, 
In motion to withdraw, heard out of term, 363. 


To issue injunctions and restraining oer: 404. 


J URY. 


When error to instruct that the law implied promise to pay, 93. 


Issues submitted to, when contract indefinite, 332. 


When finding of, cannot be reversed, 436. 


Credit given evidence exclusive province of, 559. 


JUSTICE OF THE PEACE. 
When he must dismiss action, 421. 
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LANDLORD AND TENANT. 


av 


2. 


38. 


10. 


A tenant cannot be heard to deny the title of his landlord, nor can rid 
himself of this relation, without a complete surrender of the possession 
of the land. Springs v. Schenck, 551. 


To allow a tenant to agree and profess to hold possession under one, 
and at the same time to hold covertly for himself or for another’s 
advantage, would be to encourage and uphold a gross fraud, which 
the law will never do. Jbid. 


Where S. was tenant of the plaintiff, and during such tenancy T. took 
a deed for the locus-in quo from a third party. for the benefit of him- 
self and S., and entered into possession with S., but no notice was 
given to plaintiff of any claim of title by either S. or T.; and the 
deed under which 8. and T. claim title was not recorded until four- 
teen years after its date, and not until after plaintiff had brought: 
an action to recover the land: Held, that the above facts appearing 
in evidence the jury would be warranted, in the absence of any satis- 

_ factory explanation of such conduct, in finding that there was collu- 
sion and a fraudulent purpose on the part of S. and T. to ripen a title 
to the land in T., to the prejudice of plaintiff. Ibid. 


. When a tenant sued for possession denies his tenancy, the landlord is 


not required to pEQe: a demand for nee or that the term has 
expired. Jbid. 


. An adverse claimant, who gets into possession by collusion with the 


tenant of another, becomes identified with the tenant, shares and 
stands in his place, and cannot resist the landlord’s title in any case 
in which the tenant would be estopped to do so. His possession is 
fraudulent—he takes under the tenant—and he may be evicted just as 
the faithless tenant may be.. Ibid. 


. If one enters upon land by the permission, sufferance or consent of the 


tenant of another, he is at once charged by the law with the allegiance 
due the tenant to his lessor. Ibid. 


. The fact that one having title is in joint possession with the tenant of 


the plaintiff will not prevent plaintiff from having judgment against 
his tenant, although plaintiff would be at his peril in ejecting the real 
owner of the title under a writ of possession, issued on such pugerent: 
Ibid. 


. A writ of possession ‘does not warrant a plaintiff in Wigoueeesing one 


who is rightfully in possession. Lbid. 


. Under the present practice a writ of possession may be stayed or 


enjoined, upon a proper application, by one rightfully in possession, 
although not a party to the action in which the writ is issued. bid. 
(Davis v, Higgins, 87 N. C., 298, distinguished.) 


Lessor. recovered judgment against lessee in an action of claim and 
delivery to recover possession of crops and enforce his lien for rent. 
Pending the suit the lessee delivered a portion of the crop to the 


- defendants to pay for supplies furnished him. The judgment was 


assigned to the plaintiff who sues defendants for damages for the 
conversion: Held— 
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LANDLORD AND TENANT—Continued. 
(1) The plaintiff assignee acquired no title to any property not iubntioued 
in the judgment, and he must accept the assessed money value of 
such as cannot be delivered under the judgment. PUN Oni Oe v. 
Powell, 233. 


(2) The assignment is not of all the cialis of the lessor, but of the right 
vested in him by virtue of the judgment and to enforce the same 
against the lessee. Ibid, _ 


(3) The assignee cannot maintain an action against defendants for an 
_ independent liability icurred by their alleged tortious act. Ibid. j 


LACHES. 

| Certiorari not granted when, appear, 238. 

‘LEVY. 

: While a levy may be made upon real property without the officer being at 
or taking formal possession of it, it is necessary, to constitute a valid 
levy on personal property, that the officer should go to it and have it 
in his power to take possession of it if necessary. Perry v. Hardi- 
son, 21, 


LIENS. 

1. Where A., the tenant of P., executed to M. an agricultural lien to secure 
advances on the crops to be grown on the land of P., and the latter 
at the same time agreed with M. to release three bales of cotton to 
be grown, and upon which he claimed he held a prior lien: Held@— 


That the declaration of P,, made after suit was brought that M. should 
have the three bales of cotton was irrelevant. McDaniel v. Allen, 135. 


2, That as no particular bales of cotton had been. specifically set apart to 
be released by P., M. could not maintain an action against him for 
the recovery thereof; and that his remedy, if any, was for the breach 
of contract to release. Jbdid. 


3. Upon the filing of the notice within the time and in the manner pre- 
scribed by the statute, the lien given mechanics and laborers attaches 
to the property upon which the labor or materials have been bestowed 
and has relation back to the time of the beginning of the work or 
furnishing the materials; and is effectual, not only against all other 
liens or encumbrances which attached subsequently, but against pur- 
chasers for value and without notice. Burr v. Maultsby, 263. 


4, J. executed to P. a mortgage on real and personal property ‘to secure an 
existing debt, and-also to secure and save harmless the mortgagee 
from loss by reason of being surety for J. upon a debt due other 
parties. Subsequently J. executed another mortgage to R. to secure 
other indebtedness. P. paid off the debt for which he was surety after 
the execution of the second mortgage: Held, that this payment did not 

' discharge his lien, and that it took. pirccerage of the mortgage. to R. 
Knight v. Rountree, 389. i ee 8 . 
5. To constitute an agricultural lien it. is essential that the supplies ad- 
- vanced must be furnished after the execution. of the agreement, or at 
"°. the time of making it, so that the agreemerit ‘and | advances shall con- 
stitute one transaction. Ibid. a 
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LIENS—Continued. 


6. An innkeeper has a lien even upon the goods of a third person held — a 
guest and brought within the inn, unless he knew they were not the 
property of the guest. Covington v. Newberger, 523. 


7. An agreement in writing, whereby a farmer professes to give a lien for 
supplies upon the crops to be raised on certain lands described, and 
upon any other land he may cultivate in the county, is effectual as to 
the crops on the land described, but void as to those raised on any 
other land. Gwathney v. Etheridge, 571. 


8. Mortgages or liens under the statute of this State on crops to be pro- 
duced are to be upheld only where the land on which they are to be 
raised is identified at the time the lien is created. Jbid. 


9. It is sufficient to describe the lands as @ field or farm in the possession — 
of the mortgagor or seller, or lands owned or rented by him during 
the present year—the then possession fixing the identity. Ibid. 

‘LIMITATIONS, STATUTE OB.. - 


1. The period elapsing between the death of the maker of a bond and 
the qualification of his personal representative must be excluded in 
computing the time when the statute of presumptions is relied upon 
as a defense; but the rule is different with respect to the time elapsing 
between the death of the payee and the appointment of his adminis- 
trator. Baird v. Reynolds, 469. 


2, The statute of limitations begins to run against a surety paying a debt 
only from the time of payment. Leak v. Covington, 559. 


Not bar to tenants in common, when, 222. 
_ When available to heir, to protect real estate, 377. 
When it protects estates of deceased persons, 377. 
Statutes that do not affect, 377. 
Computation of time, 377. 
Will not begin to run till administrator’s accounts are filed, 425. 


| MARRIED WOMEN. 

| Coverture does not protect, for fraud, 207. 

Deed of, without privy So color of title, 270. 
See also Jurisdiction. 


MERGER. 
When personal property does not merge in realty, 274. 


MORTGAGE. 


A. Where, pending an action to foreclose a mortgage, a proceeding to set 

* ~~: up a lost record essential to plaintiffs’ recovery was instituted between 
the same parties and concluded, and the record thus restored was — 
offered in evidence upon the trial of the action to: foreclose: Held, 
that it was a distinct. proceeding, though in aid of the. first, and 
could not be collaterally impeached. Branch v. Grifin, 173. 
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MORTGAGE—Continued. 
2. Where a mortgage was executed to secure a contemporaneous as well 


as a preéxisting debt: Held, that the mortgagee was a purchaser 
in good faith and for value to the extent of the entire amount secured. 
Ibid. . 


Creates no lien for compensation of trustees, 189. 


| _ When lien takes precedence of, 389. 
- Where registered, 431. 


MOTION. 
To dismiss appeal, when made, 328. 


NEGLIGENCE. 


1, 


2. 


The facts being admitted or proved, negligence and aontebuter: negli- 
gence are questions of law. Smith v. R. R., 241. 


Where the injury is shown and there is nothing in the plaintiff's proofs 
from which it may be implied that his own want of care contributed 
to it, the burden of proving contributory negligence is cast on the 
defendant; but if the undisputed facts, disclosed by the plaintift’s 
ease, show that he contributed to the accident by his own negligence, 
it will not be error in the court to direct a nonsuit. Ibid. 


. Where the facts in respect to the contributory negligence are contro- 


verted, the issue should be submitted to the jury upon the whole 

evidence with instructions that the plaintiff cannot recover if his own 

carelessness was the Contrrputory and proximate cause of the injury. 
Ibid. : 


. One who uses machinery in his business is bound to provide it with 


such appliances as will insure the safety of the property of others; 
and for any loss resulting from such failure he is responsible to the . 
sufferer in damages unless the latter, by his want of care, contributed 
to the loss. Newby v. Harrell, 149. 


. Wakking upon the track of a railroad does not, per se, constitute such 


contributory negligence as will bar a recovery for injuries sustained 
from the negligence of the servants of the road. Troy v. R. R., 298. 


. Though the person walking upon the track of a railroad company be 


technically a trespasser, if he uses due care to avoid injury from the 
wrongful act of the company, he may recover damages for injuries 
thus sustained. Loid. 


. Where the public for a long series “of ‘years we been in the habit of 


using a portion of the track of a railroad company for a crossing, the 
acquiescence of the company will amount to a license, and impose on 
it the duty of reasonable care in the operation of its trains so as to 
protect. persons using the license from injury. Jbid. 


. Acts, to constitute contributory negligence, must be the proximate and 


not the remote cause of the injury, and such acts as directly pro- 
duced or concurred in directly producing the injury. Ibid. 


. The duty of keeping a reasonable lookout is imposed upon those who 


have charge of railway trains; and a failure to do so will render the 
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NEGLIGENCE—Continued. : 
company liable for injuries, though the person injured at the Hane 
was a trespasser, if he did nothing else to contribute to the cause of 
the injury. Jdid. | 
10. Although the person upon whom the injuries were inflicted contributed 
thereto by his negligence, if the defendant might have avoided them 
by ordinary care, and did not, damages may be recovered. Ibid. 


‘11. It is required of a railroad company to exercise more care than other- 
wise necessary in running its trains in a populous town. Jbid. 


12. The damages to which one who has been injured by the negligence of a 
railroad is confined to those that are actual. Jbdid. 


13. Where the evidence in respect to the cause of the injury is conflicting, 
it should be left to the jury to find the fact under proper instructions 
from the court. Ibid. 

14. Though the defendant has been negligent, yet, if plaintiff, by reasonable 
care and prudence, could have averted the accident; he is not entitled 
to recover. Meredith v. Coal Co,, 576. 


N ONSUIT. 

1. Where, in term time, one of the plaintiffs in the action moved to he 
allowed to withdraw from the suit, and this motion was, by consent, 
continued to be heard with others pending in the cause at a day out 
of term when it was allowed: Held, not to be error. Gatewood v. 
Leak, 863. 

9, Plaintiffs may submit to a nonsuit at any time before verdict, unless 
in actions of an equitable nature the adverse party shall have ac- 
quired some right which he is entitled to have determined. Jbid. 


8. If the defendant has pleaded a counterclaim, while the plaintiff may be 
permitted to suffer a nonsuit as to his cause of action, the defendant 
will, nevertheless, be entitled to prosecute his counterclaim, JI bid, 


Submission to, 551. 

NOTICE. | 
When, must be served on codefendant, 323. 
By sureties to creditor, 531. | 


OFFICER. . 
When return of, syncs 21, 


Levy of, when valid, 21. 
Resistance to, 319. 


“PARTIES. | 

1. Where the record shows that a person was a party, and the court had 
jurisdiction of the subject of the action, a judgment therein cannot 
be collaterally attacked on the ground that the person was not in 
fact a party. The proper-remedy is by a direct proceeding to correct 
the record and vacate the judgment. The fact that the party com- 
plaining was at the rendition of the judgment a lunatic or infant, 

- constitutes no exception to this rule, Brittain v. Mull, 488. . 
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PARTIES—Continued. 


2. When the relations of. one not a party to an senoi: who, it is claimed, 
- should have been made a party, appear in the complaint, the defend- 
ant has his remedy by demurrer; and if they do not so appear, he 
should set. out the facts, and insist on the objection in his answer. . 
Leak v. Covington, 559. | 


3. The mortgagees of lands should be wade parties to actions in which it 
May become necessary to sell them and distribute the proceeds of 
-. sale. Pitt v. Moore, 85. 


4, In an action against a corporation, founded upon alleged fraudulent 

- practices perpetrated by the officers of the defendant, it is not neces- 

sary to make such officers parties, if no relief is demanded against 
them personally. Mining Co. v. Smelting Co., 445. 


5. The plaintiff brought suit against one corporation, as the assignee of 
another corporation, to have a deed, alleged to have been fraudulently 
procured by the assignor, set aside, and also to recover moneys alleged 
to be due from the assignor. The complaint alleged, and the facts 
were so found to be, that the defendant took the assignment with full 
knowledge of all the facts; that it received all the property and 
effects and assumed all the liabilities of the assignor; that the stock- 
holders in both corporations were identical, and the assignor was a 
nonresident and had, in fact, ceased to exercise its corporate fune- 
tions: Held, that the assignor was not a necessary party. Ibid. 


In action by trustee, 190. 


Defect ‘of, should be taken advantage of by demurrer or answer in apt 
time, 445. 


When mortgagee becomes, 85. 


PARTITION. 
Special proceeding for, 478. 


PARTNERSHIP. 

- While the general rule is one partner cannot maintain an action against 
his copartner to recover money which might have been taken into 
account of the partnership until after a settlement, he may sue before 
such settlement to recover for the wrongful conversion or destruction 
of the joint property, or for the loss or destruction of his idividual 
property used in the business, resulting from the neaveon use by the 
other partner. Newby v. Harrell, 149. 

PAYMENT. 

Evidence of, 76. 

When promise of, implied, 93. 
PENALTY. | 
~-' "obaecco buyers Hable to, when, 210. 


Sheriff or officer making sale liable to, when, O74, 
PETITION TO REHEAR. 
| Eencipls, stated, 161, a3 
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PLEADING. Hs ae 
1. Where the complaint contains several causes of action the defendant 
may answer as to some and demur to the others, but he cannot demur 
- to one allegation and answer other allegations in the same cause of 
action. The answer or demurrer must embrace the entire cause of 

action. Speight v. Jenkins, 143. 


OTe any one allegation is defective it extends to the whole of that cause 
of action, and a demurrer wili be sustained. Ibid. 


3. In an action to recover land it is sufficient if the complaint distinctly 
describes the land and alleges that the defendant is in the unlawful 
possession and refuses to surrender, without setting forth what par- 
ticular portion he withholds. Jbid. 


4. If the complaint alleges several causes of action, some of which are 
had, but one is good, it is error to sustain a demurrer to the whole 
complaint. The plaintiff should be allowed to proceed upon his good 
assignment. Strange v. Manning, 165. Re ag 


5. A demurrer to a complaint containing but one cause of action must go 
to the whole matter alleged, otherwise it will be disregarded. Cowand 
ay. Meyers, 198. . 


6. In an action against the board of commissioners of a county for in- 
juries resulting from the erection and permission of a nuisance, the 
complaint containing no allegation that the commissioners had failed 
to use the means at their disposal to prevent the nuisance: Held, that 
the plaintiff could not recover. Threadgili v. Commissioners, 352. 


7. If a party in an action to recover land sets up in his pleadings a 
demand for compensation for improvements, he should have that 
question passed on at the trial with the other issues: he will not be 
_ permitted to raise it thereafter, as the judgment rendered upon the 
trial will be deemed conclusive of all matters put in issue by the 
pleadings. Casey v. Cooper, 895. 


8. An objection, because there is a defect of parties, should be taken ad- 
vantage of by demurrer or answer in apt time, otherwise it will be 
. deemed to have been waived. Mining Co, v. Smelting Co., 445. 


9. It is required of parties to actions to set forth in their pleadings their 

causes of action or matters of defense, and the court should not admit 

- evidence or instruct the jury upon any contention not properly made 
in the record. Greer v. Herren, 492. =. 


What injunction must set forth, 65. 
Amendments when allowed, not gaviewable. 251, 


POWER OF ATTORNEY, 

1. A power of attorney, to authorize : an sEteuney: to execute a decd for 

. real eas must be uncee the bas fa the peer Cadell v. Allen, 

2. Such an instrument, uate “In witness hexeotl I: (thé: principal) 

have hereunto set my hand and seal,” and signed, but having no seal 

after the name or anything in or about or eae to it to represent a 
seal, is invalid. Jbid. Re ROS ome ue fos 
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POWER OF ATTORNEY—Continued. — 
ov: When a deed is executed by an attorney in fact it must purport on its _ 
face and in its terms to be the deed of the principal, and the name of 
the principal should be signed and his seal affixed by the attorney; 
although the signing will be sufficient if it be by the attorney for the 
principal. Therefore a deed purporting in its terms to be made by 
“D. C., attorney of S. L.,” ete., and signed “D. C., attorney for S. L.,” 

is not ‘the deed of the prineiaal: Ibid. 


PRINCIPAL AND AGENT. 

In the absence of an express agreement the principal is not responsible 
for the hotel bill of his agent or drummer where the hotel keeper 
allows the agent to run up a bill without notice of the principal, and 
it is proved to be a general custom for such agents to pay their hotel 
bills in cash. Covington v. Newberger, 523. 


PRINCIPAL AND SURETY. 
In judgment for payment of money, 357. ‘ 
Liability of surety on administrator’s bond, 425, 


PROCEEDINGS, SPECIAL. 

1. In a special proceeding for partition it is erroneous to permit the per- 
sonal representative of the ancestor of the tenants in common to 
interplead and apply for a license to sell the lands for assets. Gar- 
rison v, Cow, 478. 


2. The same principle which forbids the improper joinder of causes in civil 
actions applies to special proceedings. Ibid. 


&o. Where it appears to the court in a proceeding for partition that it may 
become necessary to sell the lands for assets, it should stay the parti- 
tion until the personal representative can have reasonable opportunity 
to apply for a license. Ibid. 


PROCEEDINGS SUPPLEMENTAL TO BXECUTION. 


1. The legal effect of granting a restraining order or the appointment of 
a receiver in proceedings supplemental to execution is to vest the 
receiver with the property and effects of the judgment debtor from 
the time of the filing of the orders, and disables the debtors from 
transferring the title thereto. Rose v. Baker, 323. 


2. While the statute (Code, sec. 488) in its present form dispenses with 
the necessity that an affidavit to obtain proceedings supplemental to 
execution shall allege that the judgment debtor has no “equitable 
estate in land subject to the lien of the judgment, and that he has. 
choses in action or other things of value unaffected by the lien of the 

judgment and incapable of levy,” it is still essential that it shall 
allege the want of known property liable to execution. Hackney v. 
TPE ON 110. 


PUN ISHMENT. 
Restricted for céntempe 407. 


INDEX. 


PURCHASER. 
When mortgagee a, 1738. 


When mechanic’s lien effectual against, 263. 
A vendee to secure creditors is, 481. 


QUESTIONS OF FACT AND OF LAW. 

Whether a scroll affixed to a bond is a seal is a question of law for the 
court; but whether there was a scroll, and whether the obligor 
placed it there or adopted it as his seal, are questions of fact for the 
jury. Baird v. Reynolds, 469. 


RAILROAD. 
Duty of engineer to keep a lookout, 298. 


Must take great care, when train runs in town, 298. 


RECEIVER. 
When court will appoint, 146. 


Vested with property of judgment debtor, 323. 


RECORD. 
When lost, court will not direct further action till restored, 82. 


Lost, when offered in evidence, 173. 


REFERER. 


1. All the evidence taken by a referee should accompany his report, to the | 
end that it may be considered by the court in reviewing his findings. 
Tharington v. Tharington, 118. 


2. Where there is any evidence the finding of facts by a referee upon i 
| issue submitted to him is conclusive. Reaves v. Davis, 425. 


8. The referee in an action on an administrator’s bond having filed his 
report, with the evidence, finding a balance due the plaintiff, and no 
exceptions being filed thereto within the time given for exceptions, | 
the Superior Court properly gave judgment according to the report; 
and upon appeal this Court will not review the findings of the referee 
upon the evidence for some alleged error first suggested here, but will 
affirm the judgment. Abernathy v. Withers, 520. 


4, The Supreme Court will only consider the exceptions to the rulings of 
the court below in confirming or disaffirming the report of a referee. 
Perry v. Hardison, 21. 


5. After the filing of a referee’s report it was agreed that the cause should 
be tried by the ‘court, without a jury, upon the evidence taken and 
returned by the referee, and it was so tried and determined, the court 
adopting some of the referee’s findings: Held, that.it was then too 
late to object, for that the referee had exceeded the scope of his 
authority under the order of reference; nor could the objections taken 
to the reception and rejection of evidence before the referee be 
insisted upon unless they had been made again on the Rear Ane before 
the court. Mining Co. v. Smelting Co., 445. 


6. Where a trial by jury having been waived, the court adopted the find- 
ings of facts and conclusions of law of a referee to whom the case had 
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REFEREE—Continued. . 
been referred by consent, and also. responded to issues’. famed” = 
itself: Held, that while this was not a formal compliance with the 
statute, Code, sec. 417, yet, if from the record it can be seen what 
facts were found and what conclusions ‘the court made thereon the 
judgment will be affirmed. I bid. 


‘When refusal of. judge to pass upon report will be reviowedl 58. 


REGI STRATION. - 
Of deed, when invalid, 43. 
Of deeds in trust, 431. 
Of mortgages of personal property, 431. | 
Necessary to pass legal estate, 474. 
When void. 474. 


REMAINDER. . 
Construction of contingent, 308... 7 


REMOVAL oF CAUSES. See J urisdiction. 


- RES ADJUDICATA. | | 
A question once judicially determined cannot again be raised and tried 
between same parties in a different form. Warden v. McKinnon, 251. 


When judicial decision is, 258. 


RES GEST. 
What is part of, 327. 


RESI STANCE TO OFFICER. 


1. The rule that one may rightfully use such force as may be necessary 
‘for the protection of his person or property is subject to the madifica- 
tion that he shall not, except in extreme cases, do great bodily harm 
or endanger human life. ‘Braddy v. Hodges, 319. 


| 2. This general rule is much more restricted when the force is ‘atiempeed 
to be employed in the protection of property which is sought to be 
seized by an officer armed with legal process. I bid. 


3. Where an officer having in his hand a requisition duly issued eonimand: 
ing him to seize certain property was violently assaulted with a 
. deadly weapon by a person not a party to the action who was in pos- 
session and claimed the property in controversy, took the property 
described in the requisition, arrested the assailant, carried her forth- 
with to the jail and confined her therein until he could procure a 
‘warrant for her arrest, using no more force than was necessary there- 
for: H eld, that he had not exceeded his authority. I bid. 


‘RESTRAINING ORDER. See also Injunction. 
Legal effect of, 823. - 


RULES. (Supreme Court.) . 
Amended, 602. i fe 
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SALE—ADMINISTRATOR’S. 


ges aL Where an administrator, through the agency of another, became the 
purchaser of lands sold by himself under a license, at the sum of. 
$500, and afterwards sold it upon a long credit for $1,000, which was 
well secured, but it was ascertained that the value of the land was 
$750: Held, that the first sale was collusive and fraudulent, and that 
the administrator should be charged with the price for which he 
resold the land, overruling the opinion of the Court upon this point in 
_ Grant v. Hughes, 96 N. C., 177. Grant v. Hughes, 375. — 


2. An administrator de bonis non is not entitled to a license to sell real 
| estate for assets where the original administrator has committed a 
 devastavit until he shall have exhausted his remedies against the 
first administrator, or unless it appears that an action against him 
and his sureties would be unavailing. Smith v. Brown, 377. 


8. A license to sell lands for assets should not be granted until all con- 
troversies about the validity of the debts, for the payment of which 
the land is sought to be subjected, are settled. Jbid. 


SALE—EXECUTION. 


1. A sale of real property under execution or by order of the courts must 
be made at the times and places prescribed by the statute (Code, 
secs, 454-472), and if not so made they are void unless the debtor in 
good faith, at the time of the sale, waives a compliance with the 
statutory requirements in these respects. Wortham v. Basket, 70. 


2, If upon a sale under execution the property is purchased for the de- 
fendant with funds supplied by him, while it would be inoperative as a 
sale against other creditors, it is effectual as such between the officer 
making it and the execution debtors, and the officer will incur the 
penalty provided for a failure to comply with the statutes regulating 
the method of making sales. Freeman v. Leonard, 274. 


3. Where, in an action to recover from a sheriff the penalty for a failane 
to properly sell property seized under execution, the complaint alleged 
that the property so sold was realty, when in fact it was personalty, 
and the proofs showed that the sheriff had not complied with the 
requirements of the law in respect to the sale of personalty: Held, 
that the plaintiff was entitled to recover the penalty. Ibid. | 


4, A sale under execution issuing upon a judgment barred by the lapse of 
time will not pass title. Coward v. Chastain, 443. 


SALE S—JUDICIAL. 


In an action to recover land where the defendant set up title under a. 
- decree of the court in which the premises had been sold to make 
assets, and the record showed that plaintiffs had accepted service of 

the summons in the proceeding in which the decree was made: Held— 


1, That the record could not be collaterally attacked by evidence that the 
acceptance of service was made by one who had no authority. 


2. The courts will be slow to exercise the power to vacate judicial pro- 
ceedings where persons relying upon their integrity have acquired 
rights thereunder, or where the parties asking such relief have 
allowed a long time to elapse and ho meritorious reason is shown. 
Edwards v. Moore, 1. | . 
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SALES—JUDI CIAL—Continu ed. 


3. Inadequacy of price is good ground for refusing to confirm a sale, but 
it is not sufficient to set it aside after confirmation. Branch v. Griffin, 
+178. 


4, Although a trustee will not be permitted to buy at his own sale, if he 
does so, either directly or indirectly, a purchaser from him for value 
‘and without notice will acquire good title. Jbid. 


5. The facts that the records of the courts showed a sale of land by a 
trustee under a decree, a purchase by and a conveyance to a person 
not a party to the proceeding, who immediately reconveyed to the 
trustee, and that the price paid was inadequate, do not constitute 
such constructive notice of fraud as will affect the title of a pur- 
chaser for value from the trustee. Ibid. 


SALE OF LAND FOR ASSETS. 
When court should stay, 478, 


SALE OF PERSONAL PROPERTY, 
When valid, 495. 


SEAL. 
Power of attorney x must be mnner) 542. 


SHERIFF. 


Whether the return of process by a deputy sheriff in his own name is 
sufficient, guere. Brickhouse v. Sutton, 108. 


Duty of on allotment of dower, 108. 

When liable to penalty in selling property, 274. 
SPECIFIC PERFORMANCE. See also Contract. 

When parol contract for, not enforced, 85. 

In discretion of court, 215. | 


STATUTE OF FRAUDS. See Contract, 2, 17. 
Sale of trees within, 495. 


STATUTE OF LIMITATIONS, See Limitations, Statute of. 


STATUTES. a 
Where there are several statutes relating to the same subject, as here, 
regulating the terms of the Superior Courts, they will be so inter- © 
preted, if possible, as to secure harmony in their operation and 
effectuate the general. purpose of the legislation. Wortham v. 
Basket, 70. | | 


Curative, 1038. 


STAY OF EXECUTION. 
When injunction, will not be granted, 357. 


‘STOCKHOLDERS. 
_ In private corporations, liability of, 501. 
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SUMMONS. ; 
Not necessary, to issue before sco or restraining order | is made, 404. 


SUPREME COURT. 
Dedication of new building, 601. 
What exceptions will be considered, 21. 
When it has jurisdiction, 357. 
Will not review findings of referee, when, 520. | 
Only questions presented by record considered by, 523. 
Finding of fact by judge not subject of review by, 559. 
What errors considered by, 559. | | 
Rules amended, 602. 


SURETY AND PRINCIPAL. 
1. A creditor having obtained judgment against principal and sureties to 
a debt, and there being some real property of the principal in excess 
of the homestead after the same was allotted, the neglect of the 
creditor to proceed to sell such excess, though orally requested so to 
-do by the sureties, does not exonerate the sureties to the amount the 
land would have brought if sold. Bank v. Homesley, 531. 


2. Where the creditor merely remains passive, doing nothing aerianial 
to the surety, who can pay the debt and have the judgment assigned 
to a trustee, so as to place it under his control, the surety is not 
exonerated. Jbid. 


‘ 3. To get the benefit provided for sureties by section 2097 of The Code, 
they must give the creditor notice in writing to bring suit, etc., and 
only he who gives the notice can claim the benefit, when there are 
more than one. Ibid. 


4, A surety seeking contribution from a co-surety can offer evidence of 
the general reputation for insolvency of their principal, even after 
direct evidence of such insolvency, such as unsatisfied executions 
against him, ete. Leak v. Covington, 559. 


5. The statute giving an action to a surety who has paid the debt against 
a co-surety, when the principal shall be insolvent or out of the State, 
has reference to the time when the action was brought, and not to 
the time of payment by the surety. Ibid. 


When statute of limitations begins to run against surety, 559. 
Liability of surety on administration bond, 425. 
Vide, also, p. 389. | 
TAXES. 
When collection restrained, 62. | 
When injunction to restrain collection not granted, 65. 
What cases embraced by chapter 187, section 84, Laws 1887, 65. 
Municipal corporations may impose, 210, 341. 
See also Elections. 
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TENANT BY THE CURTESY. nies 
Fhe interest of a tenant by the curtesy consummate, in land of nial his 
wife died seized, is liable to sale under execution. Mu cCaskill  v. 
MecCormac, 348. | Oa gee Mar 
TITLD. | 
_ Sale under execution, if parted, will not pass, 443. 
TORT. _ 
Cannot avoid jurisdiction by waiving, 42. 
Counties not liable for, 352, ; 


TOWNS AND CITIBS. ‘See Municipal Corporations 


TREES—SALE OF. 
Within statute of frauds, 495. 


TRIAL. - 
When evidence will warrant a new, 268. 


The submission of immaterial issues will not warrant a new, 399, 
Hvidence admitted and instructions to jury, 492. 


TRIAL BY JURY. 7 
1. Where the parties to an action have once waived a trial by jury and 
selected another mode of trial neither can afterwards, as a matter of 
right, demand a jury trial; nor has the court, against the will of 
either party, the discretion to set aside the agreement for a Perens 
Stevenson v. Felton, 58. 


2. The consent ‘to waive a jury trial may be made by counsel without 
special authority. Ibid, 


When waived, judgment will be affirmed, when, 445. 


TRIAL—BY THE COURT. . 
“When too late to object to judgment, eee 


TRUST AND TRUSTER. 

1. A provision in a deed that ‘the ‘trustees Henin named to whom the 
property is conveyed to secure an. indebtedness—shall be entitled to 
just compensation for all services which they may render under the 
trust, to be paid by the vendor, creates no lien on the property con- 
veyed for-such compensation. Trust Co. v. R. R., 139. 


2. It seems that ordinarily a court will not decree a release and satisfac- 
tion of the indebtedness and property until a proper compensation has 
been made to the trustees. Ibid. 


3. Where the trustee, in a conveyance to secure creditors, died before fully 
administering the trust, and another person was appointed trustee 
under the statute, Code, sec. 1276: Held— 2 mS 

(1) The- substituted trustees could maintain an action against the per- 
sonal representatives, heirs at law or devisees.of the deceased trustee 
for such portion of the trust éstate as the ougial trustee \ was zee 
or possessed at his death. : a a 
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TRUST AND TRUSTEE—Continued. . oon 
Ke That in‘such action it was not proper to make seatiars of the trustee, 
whose demands were contested, parties, as they. were not necessary 
to the settlement of the only issue raised, viz., the amount.and custody 
of the. unadministered trust estate. Warren v. Howard, 190. - 


Effect of purchase by trustee at his own sale and conveyance. to third 
party, 173. 2 < 


UNDERTAKING ON APPEAL. 
Eresumiphion as to time of filing, 477. 


WAIVER. | 7 
When counsel may waive, trial by jury, BS. 


When simple contract may be waived by parol, 185. 


WASTE. 


While in its essential elements waste is the same in this country and. in 
_ England, being a spoil or destruction of houses, trees, etc., to the per- 
manent injury of the inheritance; yet, in respect to acts whien consti- 
tute waste, the rules are not the same. Here an act is not waste in 
law which is not waste in fact. The real and important inquiry in 
such cases is, has the land been abused during the life tenant’s occu- 
pancy, by a spoliation unwarranted by the usage of prudent. husband- 
men in respect to their own property, to the impairment of it as a 
whole in value? King v. Miller, 583. 


When life tenant may be enjoined against, 198, 
What evidence admissible to Bepes 583. 


WIDOW. | 
In possession, when vendor canaat recover, 290. 


WILL. 


1. Where a will devised lands to a trustee for the sole and separate use 
of M., and at her death “for the use and benefit of the children of the 
said M.”: Held, that the children took as a class and that a sale under 
a decree of the court, in which the children then im esse were repre- | 
sented, passed the title against those porn afterwards. Branch %. 

| Griffin, 178. ire 2 


2. A devise to P. for life, remainder ‘to testator’s daughter N. provided 
she “shall have lawful heirs of her body, and if not, I give it unto my 
son,” vests in N. upon the death of P. an estate for life which. will be 
enlarged into a fee if she should have issue at her death; and the son 
took an estate in fee contingent upon the event that N. ‘died: without 
issue, and was entitled to be protected by injunction against waste. 
Cowand v. Meyers, 198. 


3. Devise of land to wife for life, and after her death one-half to one of 
testator’s daughters and the other half to H. and wife (the other 
daughter) and their children. There were seven children living at the 
time of testator’s death. H. and wife sold, and the defendant holds 
under mesne conveyances from them: Held, that the children (plain- 
tiffs) were tenants in common with their parents, and having asserted 
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WILL—Continued. 


their claim within twenty years, the statute is no bar to their right to 
recover their share of the TAH One ninth each. H mmnien Vv. Es 
2225. . 


4, Devise of “the tract of land whereon I now live” to testator’s wife for 


life, then over to a daughter. Certain crops raised on the “tract” | 
were also given to the wife. The tract on which the testator lived 
embraced 59 acres (the subject of the suit) which descended to the 
wife from her father’s estate: Held, the presumption that the testator 


_ did not intend to include the 59 acres in the devise to the wife may 


be rebutted, and parol evidence is competent to show what was in 
fact included in the “tract” whereon he lived. Horton v. Lee, 227. 


5, Held, further, where in such case the evidence tended to show that the 


wife elected to take the property devised, knowing that the 59 acres 
were included in the “tract,” and occupied the premises until her 
death without dissenting from the testator’s will, then no one claim- 
ing under her can set up any claim that would defeat the will. An 
election once made, though by matter in pais, is binding. Ibid. 


6. The description in a will “I give and devise to my wife all my interest 


in 1,029 acres of land for life,” ete., and then, after giving to several 
persons named undivided portions thereof, “the balance of said land 
to be equally divided between all my children,” etc., there being noth- 
ing to indicate that the testator had other lands, is not so vague as to 
render the devise void, and parol evidence is competent to identify the 
jand. Grub v. Foust, 286. 


7. B. devised to his son R. all his estate not otherwise disposed of in his 


(1) 


will, and provided that “should R. die without bodily heir it is my 
will and desire that my son A. should have it all.” R. survived the 
testator and his brother A., and died without issue: Held— 


That R. took an estate in fee terminable at his decease without issue, 
and in such an event the estate vested in the heirs of A. Buchanan 


wv. Buchanan, 308. - 


(2) 


The “dying without issue,” upon which a contingent ramainder vests, 
will be construed as referring to the death of the devisee of the first 
estate and not to that of the testator, unless the devise be to tenants 
in common with a clause of survivorship, or it is apparent from the 
whole will that the testator intended to make the estate dependent on 

the event of his own death. Jbdid. 


WITNESS. 
Who may prove insolvency of guardian bond, 4. 


May explain written instrument, 157, . 
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